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Region (undated tables)

¯ Agricultural Lands Converted to Habitat (undated tables)

¯ The Agricultural Water Caucus Position on a Solution for the Bay-Delta (July 8,
1998)

¯ Commitment to Conservation
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CALFED ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROGRAM
PROPOSED LAND ACQUISITIONS BY REGION

San Joaquin Valley Region

Habitat Type Table 4-2 San Joaquin East San Joaquin West San Joaquin
Region [290 miles Zone [Lower Zone [Eastern
of San Joaquin Stanislaus Riv., Slope of Coast
Valley] Tuolumne Riv., Range and portions

Merced Riv.] of Central Valley]

Tidal Perennial Aquatic

Tidal Perennial Aquatic
(shoals)

Non-tidal Perennial 1,000 1.000
Aquatic

Tidal Sloughs

Mid Channel Island

Fresh Emergent
Wetland (tidal)

Fresh Emergent
Wetland (non-tidal)

Seasonal Wetland 52.500 + 120,300

Riparian 700- 1,300 50 miles 500 - 1,000

Saline Emergent
Wetland (tidal)

Stream Meander 1.500 - 2,000 1,000 10-24 miles
(which includes

Channel. meander.
flood plain processes)

Perennial Grassland

Agricultural Lands 15,290                                   Manage contaminants
on 20,000

TOTALS: 3,200 - 4,300 67.790 - 135.590 1.000 22.500
+ 50 miles

Habitat Restoration Plan = 91,290 to 159,090 plus 50 miles
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SACRAMENTO RIVER REGION (.page 1)

Habitat Type Sac. River North Sac. Cottonwood Colusa Butte Basin
Zone[Includes Valley Zone Basin Basin [Includes Sac.

the area from [Includes the [Located [This basin River ributaries

Keswick Dam tributary between includes the around Red

near Redding, streams around Red Bluff and following Sac Bluff:

to the American Redding: Redding] This River Deer Cr.

River] Cow Cr. basin is tributaries: Butte Cr.

Note: the lower Bear Cr. tributary to Elder Cr. Big Chino

60 miles of river Butte Cr. Sac. River. Stony Cr. Butte Sink

are in the N. Clear Cr.] Colusa Basin Mill Cr.

Delta Mgmt. Thomes Cr.] Anteleope Cr.

Zone Paynes Cr.]

Tidal Perennial
Aquatic
Tidal Perennial
Aquatic (shoals)
Non-tidal Perennial
Aquatic
Tidal Sloughs
Mid Channel Island
Fresh Emergent
Wetland (tidal) ...
Fresh Emergent
Wetland (non-tidal)
Seasonal Wetland 2,000 ÷ 10,000

26,435       26,150
Riparian                                                  130 miles-

continuous 20 miles
stretch

Saline Emergent
Wetland (tidal)
Stream Meander 8,000 - 12,000 8 miles (e.g., the Restore flood

+8,000 - 12,000 lower 8 miles of plain in lower 20
Clear Cr.) miles of

Cottonwood
Basin

Perennial Grassland
...~gricultural Lands 111 ~85 108,832

TOTALS: 16,000 -24,000 8 miles 150 miles 139,720 144,982 +
20 miles
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SACRAMENTO RIVER REGION (page 2)

Habitat Type Yolo Basin Feather/Sutter American Basin Table 4-2
Basin

Tidal Perennial Aquatic

Tidal Perennial Aquatic
(shoals)

Non-tidal Perennial
Aquatic

Tidal Sloughs

Mid Channel Island

Fresh Emergent
Wetland (tidal)

Fresh Emergent
Wetland (non-tidal)

Seasonal Wetland 500 + 3,090 5,150

Riparian 6.500- 7.000

Saline Emergent
Wetland (tidal)

Stream Meander 1.000 19.000 - 27.000

Perennial Grassland

Agricultural Lands                                     57,578 20.948

TOTALS: 62,168 26.098 25.500 - 34,000

Sacramento River Total = 414,468 to 430.968 acres PLUS 178 Miles
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DELTA

Habitat Type Eastside Delta Table 4-2 Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta

Tidal Perennial Aquatic
7,000 See attached Table 4 from

Ecosystem Restoratmn Plan
Tidal Perennial
Aquatic (shoals) 500

Non-tidal Perennial
Aquatic 2,600

~idal Sloughs
600 - 1,200

Mid Channel Island
200 - 800

Fresh Emergent Wetland
(tidal) 30,000 - 45,000

Fresh Emergent Wetland
(non-tidal) 14,500- 17,000

Seasonal Wetland

30,000
Riparian

1,000- 1,500

Saline Emergent Wetland
{~tidal)
Stream Meander
Perennial Grassland

4,000 - 6,000

Agricultural Lands

TOTALS:
3.720                  90,400 - 111,600

Totals
Habitat Plan - 142,570 to 195,720 PLUS 143 - 220 miles
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Summary of ERPP Habitat Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions
for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecologial Management Zone

Habitat Type North Delta East Delta South Delta Central Total
Acreage Acreage Acreage and Acreage

West Delta
Acreage

Tidal Perennial 1.500 1.000 2,000 2.500 7.000
Aquatic
Shoal 0 0 0 500 500*
Nontidal Perennial 0 200 200 100 500
Aquatic (deep open
water)
Nontidal Perennial 1,000 300 300 500 2.100
Aquatic (shallow
open water)
Delta Sloughs I0 miles I0 miles 25 miles 20 miles 65 miles*
(short-term)
Delta Sloughs Additional 20 Additional 20 Additional 25 Additional 30 Additional 95
(long-term) miles miles miles miles miles*
Midchanel Islands 50 to 200 50 to 200 50 to 200 50 to 200 200 to 800*
Fresh Emergent TBD TBD TBD TBD 30,000 to 45,000
Wetland (tidal) [to be

determined]
Fresh Emergent 3,000 3,000 4,000 10,000 20,000
Westland (nontidal)
Seasonal              Improve: 1,000 1,000 500 1,500 4.000
Wetland Restore: 4,000 6,000 12,000 8,000 30,000
Riparian and 10-15 miles 8-15 miles 25-25 mites 43-55 miles
Riverine Aquatic plus 500 acres plus 500 acres
Inland Dune Scrub 0 0 0 50 to 100 50 to 10*
Perennial Grassland 1,000 1,000 1,000 to 2,000 1,000 to 2,000 4,000 to 6,000
Wildlife Friendly TBD TBD TBD TBD 40.000 to
Agricultural Land 75.000
Total acres of all habitats to be restored include large acreage that will have minimal impacts 138.350 to
on existing land uses such as wildlife friendly agricultural practices, shoal habitat, and inland 191,000
dune scrub. The largest acreages are for shallow water habitats such as fresh emergent
wetlands (tidal and nontidal) and tidal perennial aquatic habitats. Those three total 57000-
72,1)00 acres
Total Delta Slough/Riparian and Riverine Aquatic Habitats includes miles of habitat to be 143-220 miles
improved and an expansion of Stone Lakes and Cosumnes River Preserve by 500 acres plus 500 acres

*Denotes acreages that have minimal impact to existing agricultural land uses and practices.
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Table 4. Summary of ERPP Habitat Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions for the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone.

Habitat Type North Delta East Delta South Delta Central and
..t Total

Acreage Acreage Acreage West Delta Acreage
Acreage

Tidal Perennial 1,500 1,000 2,000 2,500 7,000
Aquatic

Shoal 0 0 0 500 500*

Nontidal Perennial 0 200 200 100 500
Aquatic (deep open
water)

Nontidal Perennial 1,04)0 300 300 500 2, i 00
Aquatic (shallow
open water)

Delta Sloughs (short- 10 mil~s 10 miles 25 miles 20 miles 65 miles*
term)

Delta Sloughs (long- Additional 20 Additional 20 Additional 25 Additional 30 Additional 95
term) miles miles miles miles miles*

Midchaanel Islands 50 to 200 50 to 200 50 to 200 50 to 200 200 to 800*

Fresh Emergent TBD TBD TBD TBD 30,000 to 45,000
Weaand (ti~) [to be

determined]

Fresh Emergent 3,000 3,000 4,000 10,000 20,000
Wetland (nontidal)

Seasonal Imvrove: 1.004) 1.000 500 1.500 4.000
Wetland Restore: 4,000 6,000 12,000 8,000 30,000

Riparian and 10-15 miles 8-15 miles 25-25 miles 43-55 miles
Riverine Aquatic plus 500 acres plus 500 acres

Inland Dune Scrub 0 0 0 50 to 100 50to

Perennial Grassland 1,000 1,000 1,000 to 2,000 1,000 to 2,000 4,000 to 6,00~

Wildlife Friendly TBD TBD TBD TBD
Agricultural Land .~7~,~

Total acres of all habitats to be restored include large acreages that will have minimal impacts on
existing land uses anch as wildlife friendly agricultural practices, shoal habitat, and inland dune s,.-rub.

TO~I Delta Slough/Riparian and Riverine Aquatic Habitats includes miles of habitat to be improved and
an ~xpansion of Stone Lakes and Cosunmes River Preserve by 500 acres,                       plu~

* Denotes acreages that have minimal impact to existing agricultural land uses and praetices.
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BAY REGION
Summary of ERPP Habitat Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions for the

Suisun Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone

Habitat Type Suisun Napa Sonoma Petaluma San Pablo Total
Bay and River Creek River Bay
Marsh

Tidal Perennial 1,500 0 0 0 Feasibifity 1,500 acres
Aquatic study
Nontidal Perennial 400 400 400 400 0 1,600 acres
Aquatic (deep, open
water)
Tidal Sloughs 5 miles 10 miles 10 miles 10 miles 0 35 miles
(short-term)
Tidal Sloughs Additional 5 Additional Additional Additional 0 35 miles
(long-term) miles 10 10 10

miles miles miles
Saline Emergent 5,000 -7,000 1,000-2,000 500-1,000 500-1,000 500-1,000 7,500-12,000
Wetland (restore) acres
Saline Emergent to be TBD TBD TBD TBD 6,200 acres
Wetland (protect) determined

(TnD)
Seasonal Wetland 40,000- 0 0 0 0 40,000-
(Protect existing) 50,000 50,000 acres
Seasonal Wetland 1,000-1,500 0 0 0 0 1,000-1,500
(Restore) acres
Vernal Pools 100 0 0 0 0 100 acres
Vernal Pool Buffer 500-1,000 0 0 0 0 500-1,000
Area acres
Riparian and 10-15 miles 10-15 miles 10-15 miles 10-15 miles 10-15 miles 50-75 miles
Riverine Aquatic
Total acres of all habitats to be restored include tidal perennial, nontidal perennial saline 17,200-
emergent wetland, seasonal wetland, vernal pool and vernal pool buffer, and perennial 22,700 acres
grassland.
Total acres of existing habitats to be protected and enhanced 46,200-

56,200 acres
Total miles of tidal sloughs to be restored 70 miles
Total miles of riparian and riverine aquatic habitat to be restored 50-75 miles

Table 4-2 = 15,040 to 19,880 acres
Habitat Plan total = 63,400 to 78,900 acres

PLUS 120 - 145 miles

C--096783
(3-096783



BAY REGION

Table 5: Summary of ERPP Habitat Restoration Targets and Programmatic Actions for the Suisun
Marsh/North San Francisco Bay Ecological Management Zone~

Habitat Type Suisnn Napa - Sonoma PetalumaSan Pablo Total
Bay and River Creek River Bay

Marsh

Tidal Perennial 1,500 0 0 0 Feasibility 1,500
Aquatic study

No,tidal P~nn~l 400 400 400 400

Tidal Sloughs (sho~t- 5 mil~s 10 mii~s 10 miles 10 mil~s 0 35 mil~

Tidal Sloughs (long- Additional 5 Add~tioual l0 Additiomd 10 Additional i0 0 35 mil~s
t=m) mil~s miles miles miles

Saline Eme~ent 5,000-7,000 1,000-2,000 500- !,000 500-1,000 500-1,000 7,500 - 12,000
Wetland (restore) a=es

Saline Emergent to be TBD TBD TBD TBD 6,200 acres
Wetland (pint.t) determined

Seasonal 40,000- 0 0 0 0 40,000-
Wetland 50,000 50,000 acres
0~ote~t existing)

I Seasonal !,000-1,500 0 0 0 0 1,000-1,500
Wetland
(Restore)

Vernal Peels I00 0 0 0 0 I00 acres

Venml Pool Buff= 500-1,000 0 0 0 0 500-I,000

Riparian and 10-15 miles 10-15 miles 10-15 miles I0-15 miles 10-15 miles 5075 miles
Rivedne Aquatic

Perennial Grassland 1,000 1,000 1,000 .1,04)0 1,000 5,000 acres

Total ac~s of sit habitats to be restm~ include tidal perennial, nontidal perennial saline emergent wetland,tT~
seasonal wetland, vernal pool and vernal pool buffer, and perennial grassla~L 22.700 acres

Total acres of existing habitats to be Wotected and enhanced 46,200-
56,200 acres

Total miles of tidal sloughs to be rc~to~d 70 miles

._Total miles of rip. ~a~ian and riverine aquatic habitat to be restored . 50-75 miles

Table 4-2 = 15,040 to 19,880 acres
Habitat Plan total = 63,400 to 78,900 acres

PLUS 120 - 145 miles
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Lands where all or par~ are maintained in existing agricultural use - farmed or
grazed:                . .                      ._

N~. ~ A~ 8ourr~
Fu~dma

~an~ C~
~17 ’~ ~ a~ ~ ~ ~m ~     - ~.~.~ ~ ~ - --
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Exisdng habi~t~ or restoration of public lands or existing degraded habitat - no land
use change: ....

’CkLFED- Pn)~-4 I~scrtl~io~ kppllCa~ Geographic
No. Area

,.
97-Nla Culhnan Ranch ms~orabo~ D~cks No~’~ ~l,~ $368.500 i:~ 14~,5

~N~ p~ F~.

87-~8 T~ ~ ~n - ~ ~ ~ ~.~ ~ 312

~ ~ ~ ~nF~
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Agricultural Databases for Der" :on Support (ADDS) Projects Page 1 of 1

ADDS PROJECTS
Commodi _ty/Species Orientation m Issue/Discipline Orientation --- Clientele Orientation --Supporting Projects

Commodity/Species Orientation:
Alfalfa National Alfalfa Information Database (NAID)

Beef National Beef Database (NBD)

Catfish National Catfish Information Database (NCID)

Dairy National Dairy Database (NDD)

Goat National Goat Database (NGD)

Pig National Pig Information Database (NPID)

Poultry National Poultry Database (NPD)

Sheep National Sheep Database (NShD)

Issue/Discipline Orientation:

Software
Agriculture and Natural Resources Software
Inventory (ANRSI)
Food Animal Residue Avoidance Databank

Residues (FARAD)

National Animal Manure Management ProjectManure (NAMM)

Clientele Orientation:
No clientele-oriented projects yet established.

~ Go Top ADDS Home

Modified March 8, 1999 - :~ - beastwoot!@,reeusda, og_0_y_

http://www, reeusda.gov/agsys/adds/projects_ htm 9/1/99
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Ag Water Caucus Position Page 1 of 18

The Agricultural Water Caucus Position
on a Solution for the Bay-Delta
Updated: July 8, 1998
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Executive Summary

The Agricultural Water Caucus is an informal coalition of agricultural production organizations, water suppliers and users
from throughout California.

In large part, California’s economic and ecological health depends upon the capacity of the Delta and its watersheds to
meet the needs of water users and the environment. Following is an executive summary of a white paper developed by the
Ag Water Caucus that examines the CALFED Bay-Delta Program’s proposals for resolving conflicts in the Delta, and
outlines the position of California agriculture on these proposals. A complete copy of this white paper, which includes
recommendations to improve CALFED’s proposals from the agricultural perspective, is available from any member of the
Ag Water Caucus.

A complete list of organizations and individuals that worked to develop this white paper is located at the end of the
document.

The Ag Water Caucus Position on the CALFED Program

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program must recognize existing agricultural surface and ground water rights and area of origin
rights, as well as existing contractual obligations of the state and federal governments. New water demands (for urban
growth and environmental uses) must look to newly developed water supplies. The Ag Water Caucus strongly objects to
any effort to require agricultural water users to pay any additional costs to replace water taken for environmental uses
through regulatory actions, or for replacing water dedicated to environmental protection by legislative actions and the Bay-
Delta Accord.

A primary benefit of the CALFED Program for agriculture is development of an adequate, affordable and reliable water
supply. Water supply reliability must be defined as the timely delivery of water adequate to sustain crops. The Ag Water
Caucus does not accept the position of certain stakeholders that "less water delivered more often" is consistent with the
CALFED solution principles.

The Ag Water Caucus strongly supports near-term incremental implementation of the CALFED program, with early
investments in system capacity where there is a potential for significant benefit to both water users and the environment.

http://wa4~v.cfwc.corrt/agwater.htrn 9/22/99
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Ag Water Caucus Position Page 2 of 18

1. Issue - Water Supply and Storage

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus strongly asserts that additional water storage capacity must be part of CALFED’s
common programs rather than variable options.

RECOMMENDED CALFED ACTION: Additional surface storage should be moved fi’om variable options to the suite
of CALFED common programs. CALFED’s storage proposals should directly address the effect of such storage options on
water yield, power consumption versus power production, flood control benefits, and opportunity for multiple benefits in
the use of increased yield. CALFED should construct new surface storage in the Sacramento Valley, adjacent to the Delta
and in the San Joaquin Valley. Groundwater management programs must be developed on the local level and be supported
by local affected groundwater users and communities; a "one-size-fits-all" approach will not work in all basins or sub-
basins.

2. Issue - Agricultural Land/Water Conversion and Retirement

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus opposes the widespread conversion of agricultural land and its associated water
resources to other uses. While some locally driven, voluntary programs that address specific issues may have merit,
widespread land retirement and/or conversion is unacceptable. Land and water conversion in most cases violates
CALFED’s solution principles. Land conversion does not allow agriculture to move forward with other stakeholders. Local
efforts to address water quality should take precedence over land retirement proposals. CALFED common programs
should emphasize use of public lands as well as protect neighboring landowners. Land retirement for demand reduction
purposes was eliminated from further discussion at the end of Phase 1, and must remain "offthe table."

RECOMMENDED CALFED ACTION: CALFED should structure the Ecosystem Restoration Program to avoid, reduce
or mitigate potential impacts to agricultural water and land resources. The program should develop an approach that
emphasizes collaborative local projects with landowners. CALFED should assist local agencies in enhancing water quality
through means other than land retirement. CALFED should also evaluate its common programs and give precedence to
measures that maintain lands in private ownership and agricultural operations.

3. Issue - CALFED Water Conveyance Alternatives

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus strongly asserts that improved conveyance is essential to meet the CALFED water
supply reliability, water quality, flood control and fishery objectives. The Ag Water Caucus maintains that the minor
improvements identified in Alternative 1 are inadequate to meet these objectives. Further refinement and optimization of
Alternatives 2 and 3 are necessary to determine if each can accomplish acceptable levels of improvement. The Ag Water
Caucus also believes that such improvements are only effective if linked with additional storage.

RECOMMENDED CALFED ACTION: CALFED must perform additional analyses to address the relative weaknesses
associated with Alternatives 2 and 3, and try to optimize each of these alternatives to determine if each can accomplish
acceptable levels of improvement in all solution areas. This analysis must include development of operating criteria and
assurances that provide fishery protection, and address water supply reliability, in-Delta and export water quality,
earthquake risk, and flood control.

4. Issue - CALFED Common Programs

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus supports revisions to the common programs in order to maintain land in private
ownership and agricultural production. In addition, the common programs should provide incentives for landowners to
participate in program objectives.

RECOMMENDED CALFED ACTION: CALFED should revise its common program proposals to reduce, avoid, or
mitigate impacts on agricultural resources. Programmatically, CALFED should develop incentives for farmers, ranchers
and other landowners to achieve CALFED objectives while maintaining the private ownership and economic productivity
of agricultural land and water.

5. Issue - Water Use Efficiency

http://www.cfwc.corr#agwater.htm 9/22/99
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Ag Water Caucus Position Page 3 of 18

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus supports CALFED’s identification of the AB 3616 Agricultural Water Management
Council as the appropriate vehicle for the continued voluntary implementation of efficient water management practices and
opposes any mandatory requirements for agricultural water use efficiency. Moreover, the Ag Water Caucus opposes
CALFED’s inclusion of water pricing and measurement practices in a context that is inconsistent with the requirements of
the AB 3616 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). Only practices that reduce irrecoverable losses actually increase the
total useable water supply. Furthermore, water saved within a water district or on-farm is used elsewhere within the same
district or farm.

RECOMMENDED CALFED ACTION: CALFED should modify its Water Use Efficiency Technical Appendix to
accurately reflect that California agriculture is already highly efficient in its use of water and that more efficient water
application does not necessarily increase useable water supplies. CALFED should also delete references in its Water Use
Efficiency Technical Appendix to water pricing and measurement, inconsistent with the AB 3616 MOU, as mandatory
practices. CALFED also should delete references to acreage targets. The Ag Water Caucus also believes that CALFED
should accept approved water conservation plans prepared under U.S. Bureau of Reclamation criteria. These should be
accepted as meeting CALFED’s water use efficiency standards.

6. Issue- Water Quality and Watershed Management

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus supports CALFED’s proposal to provide financial and technical funding and
assistance for development of voluntary actions and best management practices to address non-point source pollution.
However, we object to CALFED’s efforts to establish target values for specific compounds used in protecting agricultural
crops because CALFED is not the appropriate arena for addressing this issue. The Ag Water Caucus supports the ongoing
cooperative Management Agency Agreement process for protecting water quality while at the same time ensuring the
continued public benefit of controlling pests.

Similarly, other local, state and federal agencies currently have jurisdiction over non-point source pollution and water
quality control efforts. The Ag Water Caucus believes that the current non-point source three-tier approach adopted by the
State Water Resources Control Board and the basin planning process utilized by the nine Regional Water Quality Control
Boards provide the necessary framework for the protection of water quality.

RECOMMENDED CALFED ACTION: To maximize the efficient use of public resources, CALFED must embrace and
encourage cooperative efforts. CALFED should assist in developing and funding water quality monitoring programs.
Furthermore, CALFED should provide funding for the implementation of water quality and watershed best management
practices. CALFED also must recognize and encourage existing efforts and defer to existing non-point source pollution
control programs and locally driven watershed management efforts. CALFED’s coordinated watershed management efforts
should provide assistance for local efforts and should not mandate land use changes in these watersheds.

7. Issue- Water Transfers

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus believes that California’s water storage and conveyance capacity must be enhanced
before water transfers can play a meaningful role in resolving statewide water management issues. CALFED must
recognize that water transfers do not create "new" water; rather, transfers simply move water fi-om one beneficial use to
another. We support the inclusion of voluntary transfers and exchanges as a component of an integrated and balanced
CALFED package.

RECOMMENDED CALFED SOLUTION: The development of water markets should be left to stakeholders.
CALFED’s involvement in water transfers should be limited to construction of the necessary conveyance and storage
facilities that will enable transfers to play a meaningful role in California’s overall water management. To the extent that
CALFED identifies a specific role for water transfers as part of the CALFED solution, reasonable estimates of a range of
expected transfers and reliable transfer capacity should be made. However, CALFED should not seek to change existing
law regarding water transfers and should not adversely impact existing water rights or transfer programs, either directly or
indirectly, through new regulations or controls.

8. Issue - Cost Allocation

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus believes that a successful CALFED solution must include a cost allocation

hnp..//www.cfwc.corrdagwater.hlm 9/22/99
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Ag Water Caucus Position Page 4 of 18

methodology that will sustain the state’s vibrant agricultural economy. The Ag Water Caucus supports a "benefits-based"
approach over a punitive approach. However, the Ag Water Caucus strongly objects to any effort to require agricultural
water users to pay any additional costs to replace water taken for environmental uses through regulatory actions, or for
replacing water dedicated to environmental protection by legislative actions and the Bay-Delta Accord.

RECOMMENDED CALFED ACTION: CALFED should continue to evaluate and develop cost allocation strategies
that will sustain the state’s agricultural economy and recognize the public benefits derived from water quality,
environmental protection, flood control, recreation, and reliable water supplies. These cost allocation strategies must
consider the fact that requiring additional payment from agricultural water users to replace supplies taken through
regulatory actions or dedicated in the interim to environmental protection by legislative actions and the Bay-Delta Accord
is unacceptable. Since the acceptability and willingness to support a cost allocation methodology is directly linked to the
benefits the CALFED Program provides, it is incumbent upon CALFED to develop the f’mal preferred alternative, with
specific identification of benefits and assurances, concurrent with the development of cost allocation strategies.

9.Issue - Implementation and Assurances

POSITION: The Ag Water Caucus strongly supports near-term, incremental implementation of the CALFED program,
with early investments in system capacity where there is a potential for significant benefit to both water users and the
environment (e.g., enhanced south Delta pumping flexibility and storage north, adjacent to, and south of the Delta).

RECOMMENDED CALFED ACTION: CALFED must implement environmental, water supply, water quality, and
levee improvements in an integrated manner, both for the overall package and for each major step forward.

Agricultural Water Caucus CALFED White Paper

Introduction

A solution to the complex problems of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta is critical to all California. Much of the state’s
most productive farmland is irrigated with water flowing to or through the Delta. More than two-thirds of California’s
urban population depends at least in part on water exported from the Delta. Numerous plant and animal species depend
upon the estuary for habitat. In large part, California’s economic and ecological health depends upon the management of
the Delta and its watersheds to meet the needs outlined above. Background information regarding California agriculture, as
well as the position of the Agricultural Water Caucus on specific CALFED proposals, is outlined below.

Background

California’s emergence as the national leader in agricultural production coincided with the large-scale development of
water storage and delivery systems during the first half of the 20th century. The state’s Mediterranean climate, fertile soils
and agricultural ingenuity allow more than 300 crops to be grown commercially, provided adequate, affordable and
reliable water supplies are available. California has led the nation in farm revenues in every year since 1946. Our
investment in water development has contributed substantially to this dominance. California agriculture is a national and
international resource that cannot be duplicated anywhere else in the world.

Economic Contributions: In 1996, the last year for which data is available, on-farm revenue in California totaled $24.8
billion. California agriculture and related activities (packaging, transportation, marketing, etc.) combined to produce over
$70 billion in economic activity in 1996. Statewide, agriculture provides roughly 1 in 10 jobs. In the 18 counties that
comprise the Central Valley, agriculture accounts for 28 percent of all employment. California is the nation’s top dairy
state and produces 50 percent of the nation’s fruits, nuts and vegetables. In 1995, California exported over $12 billion in
agricultural products, providing one of the few bright spots in the United States’ balance of trade.

These economic contributions are made by 82,000 California farms that average 366 acres in size (compared to the
national average farm size of 491 acres). Approximately 75 percent of California farms are family operations. (Source:
California Department of Food and Agriculture).

Environmental Contributions: Agriculture is one of the premier environmental resources in California, providing
numerous environmental and open space benefits while making significant economic contributions. Agricultural

http:/,/vc~av.cfwc.com/agwater.htm 9/22/99
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production and wildlife habitat often coexist on agricultural land. California agriculture provides a vast habitat resource,
both intentionally developed and as an incidental benefit of production activities. Many species depend heavily on
cultivated lands as well as rangelands for their continuing existence.

Approximately 30 million acres of privately owned land in California are devoted to agricultural production. Of this
farmland, roughly 9.5 million acres are irrigated (4.5 million acres of which are irrigated with Delta water). The economic
viability of agriculture allows farmers and ranchers to keep these lands in private ownership and to provide the multiple
benefits of food and fiber production, open space and wildlife habitat. Because these lands are in private ownership, the
environmental values they provide come at little or no cost to the taxpayer. Specific environmental benefits include:

¯ Innovative water management techniques allow farmers and ranchers to provide waterfowl and wetlands habitats
during critical periods. In addition, agricultural lands provide valuable food resources for a variety of wildlife
species. Groundwater recharge basins also provide numerous habitat benefits.

¯ The photosynthetic process in agricultural crops cleanses the atmosphere. For example, California rice fields
produce enough oxygen each year to sustain the entire population of Los Angeles. An acre of rice biologically
scrubs about 23,000 pounds of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere per year.

¯ Water used in crop production also plays an important role in recharging and managing California’s groundwater
basins.

¯ Flood management easements are compatible with certain types of farming operations (especially row and field
crops). These lands provide jobs and remain on county tax roils while providing flood protection and

environmental benefits, such as soil conservation and decreased stream bank erosion.

Locally driven voluntary efforts to provide habitat and instream flows reflect the ongoing significant contributions of
farmers and ranchers to many of the restoration proposals described by CALFED. Moreover, the reallocation of water by
the Central Valley Project Improvement Act, the State Water Resources Control Board’s D-1485, the application of the
state and federal Endangered Species Acts, and other programs have involuntarily impacted agricultural production in the
Central Valley. With respect to urban development in the Central Valley, many agricultural organizations; local, state and
federal agencies; and conservation groups are united in efforts to conserve important California farmland.

In I994, farmers and water users throughout the Central Valley began to initiate unprecedented efforts to screen
diversions, refurbish fish ladders, construct siphons, remove dams and implement other habitat improvement projects.
Over the past several years, hundreds of millions of dollars have been spent on these projects utilizing funding from the
CVPIA Restoration Fund; the Safe, Clean, Reliable Water Supply Act of 1994 (Proposition 204); matching federal funds;
and Bay-Delta Accord Category III and local sources. These continued efforts have completed screening projects and other
improvements designed to improve fish habitat.

People in agriculture, like most people in California, are concerned about the environment, the economy, and the quality of
life for current and future generations. These concerns require all of us to f’md the proper balance between often competing
uses of the same resources. Some insist that this question of balance can be addressed by simply reallocating land and
water resources from agriculture to other uses. However, the majority of the state’s land and water resources are already
publicly controlled.

California’s average annual runoff(potentially available surface water supply) is 71 million acre-feet. According to the
California State Department of Water Resources (DWR), the quantity of water used by agriculture is less than the quantity
used for dedicated environmental purposes. In fact, more than half of the average annual runoffis used for environmental
purposes. Agriculture uses approximately 34 million acre-feet of total water in average year, of which I 0 million is from
groundwater sources and 24 million is from surface sources. This compares to 36 million-acre feet of water used for
dedicated environmental purposes (i.e., those flows required by legislation, regulation and other mandated uses, and for
managed wildlife areas).

The allocation of land is similar. Data from DWR indicates that irrigated agriculture in California uses 9.5 million acres.
Total agricultural land use (excluding forestry) is 30 million acres. California’s total land area is I00 million acres, of
which approximately 51 million acres are owned by the state and federal governments (according to the California
Department of Fish and Game).

The conversion of more land or water away from agriculture simply is not in California’s best interest. Such a reallocation
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would negatively impact the California economy as the availability and quality of food decreases, agricultural service
industries are affected and jobs are lost.

Water Management and Conservation Planning: California farmers and agricultural water districts are recognized as
world leaders in water conservation and irrigation technology. Farmers and districts have made significant investments to
improve water conservation and irrigation technology. Because water costs are a significant business consideration, most
advances in water conservation and irrigation technology have been economically driven. At the on-farm level, innovative
practices adopted by growers include: 1) planting improved crop varieties; 2) laser-guided land leveling technology; 3)
designing irrigation techniques and delivery systems to ensure optimum efficiency for specific crops, soils and
applications; and 4) adopting and improving water recycling programs.

Overall, plants must consume a fixed amount of water to produce a crop. Restrictions of water applications below plant
requirements reduce crop yields.

Agriculture’s Role in California’s Future

While California agriculture is not constrained by access to markets, the industry is and will be constrained by the
accessibility, affordability and reliability of land and water resources. California farmers and ranchers now produce food
and fiber for most Californians, as well as 25 percent of the food supply for the entire U.S. population and much of the
world. Today, this important resource is threatened by these constraints. Agricultural jobs throughout the state also are
threatened, as is the economic sustainability of California’s rural communities.

As Califomia’s population continues to grow, the urbanization of farmland will affect agricultural production. In less than
30 years, there will be 20 million more Californians to feed, 90 million more U.S. citizens to feed, and two billion more
people competing for food and fiber on the world market. From a national policy perspective, the nation should clearly
maintain its agricultural independence. To continue supplying food for an ever-increasing population, California’s
agricultural sector must have an adequate and reliable supply of water, and every effort must be made to minimize the loss
of productive agricultural lands.

Water demand in California will not decrease over the 30-year CALFED planning and implementation period. In fact, as
20 million more people inhabit the state by 2030, water demand will increase commensurately. It is often cited that one
acre-foot of water (326,000 gallons) is the average annual water consumption for a family of five living in a suburban
house. However, the demand embodied in the food and fiber consumed each year by this family, or the 20 million
additional family members anticipated by 2030 is not considered when forecasting increased water demand. It is estimated
that to feed a family of five for a year requires about four acre-feet of water to grow the necessary crops and produce the
necessary meat and poultry (0.8 ac-ft/person!yr.). It should be noted that only about one percent of the water needed to
grow crops or produce meat actually ends up in the food we eat. Thus, the equivalent of an additional 16 million acre-feet
of water will be needed to feed 20 million more people in Califomia by 2030.

To meet this demand, new sources of water (and land) must be identified and developed. These new sources include
recycling, reuse, reclamation, groundwater storage and surface water storage. All strategies will be needed. According to
DWR Bulletin 160-98, the greatest potential lies in urban reclamation and new surface storage.

Because agriculture provides the vast majority of privately owned open space in California, such population growth could
cause severe impacts on our environment. New integrated policies designed to focus growth around current urban areas, to
conserve important farmland, and to provide adequate, affordable and reliable water supplies will be critical to the state’s
future.

The Ag Water Caucus Position on the CALFED Program

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program must recognize existing agricultural surface and ground water rights and area of origin
rights, as well as existing contractual obligations of the state and federal governments. New water demands (for urban
growth and environmental uses) must look to newly developed water supplies. The Ag Water Caucus strongly objects to
any effort to require agricultural water users to pay any additional costs to replace water taken for environmental uses
through regulatory actions, or for replacing water dedicated to environmental protection by legislative actions and the Bay-
Delta Accord.
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A primary benefit of the CALFED Program for agriculture is development of an adequate, affordable and reliable water
supply. Water supply reliability must be defined as the timely delivery of water adequate to sustain crops. The Ag Water
Caucus does not accept the position of certain stakeholders that "less water delivered more often" is consistent with the
CALFED solution principles.

The Ag Water Caucus strongly supports near-term incremental implementation of the CALFED program, with early
investments in system capacity where there is a potential for significant benefit to both water users and the environment.

1. ISSUE - WATER SUPPLY AND STORAGE:

CALFED’s alternatives include surface and groundwater storage options ranging from no new storage up to a total of 6.45
million acre feet of additional storage. Specifically, CALFED has proposed the following storage options:

Region/Storage Type [ Proposed Storage Capacity

Sacramento Valley

Surface storage
! 0 to 3,000,000 acre-feet

Groundwater storage
I                 0 to 250,000 acre-feet

San Joaquin Valley

Surface storage [ 0 to 500,000 acre-feet

Groundwater storage
!                 0 to 500,000 acre-feet

Off-aqueduct Storage

Surface storage [ 0 to 2,000,000 acre-feet

In-Delta Storage

Surface storage ] 0 to 200,000 acre-feet

Position: The Ag Water Caucus strongly asserts that additional water storage capacity must be part of CALFED’s
common programs rather than variable options.

Recommended CALFED Action: Additional storage should be moved from variable options to the suite of
CALFED common programs. CALFED’s storage proposals should directly address the effect of such storage options on
water yield, power consumption versus power production, flood control benefits, and opportunity for multiple benefits in
the use of increased yield. Most existing reservoirs were justified in part for flood control and financed in part by increased
power production. CALFED has focused on off-stream reservoirs that would be filled only after peak flood flows (in order
to accommodate environmental flows), and which even then could fill only at a limited rate. These reservoirs would also
typically be large power consumers rather than power producers, increasing the unit cost of the yield. While off-stream
reservoirs may have some benefits, new reservoir planning should not focus on the particular type of reservoir to be built.
Any new reservoirs must provide multiple benefits and must be cost effective.

The CALFED solution must provide for substantial new water yield to meet the water quality and supply needs of
agricultural, urban and environmental water uses upstream of the Delta, in the Delta and in Delta export regions. Water
supplies generated by new storage should provide multiple benefits, meeting those needs identified in the CALFED
Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, and for flood control, power generation and water supply in the region where the
storage site is located, as well as in other upstream areas, the Delta, and export areas. The only effective way to protect
agricultural and area of origin water rights is to require new water demands to be met with new supplies. New water yield,
rather than new storage capacity, must be the criterion against which storage options are evaluated. Increased water yield
should be developed in the regions in which it is needed (i.e., north and south of the Delta, as well as adjacent to the
Delta).
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New Surface Storage in the Sacramento Valley: We support the construction of new surface storage capacity in the
Sacramento Valley. New storage should provide benefits to water users and the environment comparable to or better than
the proposed storage project at Sites Reservoir. Other sites, including an expanded Shasta Reservoir, must be equally
evaluated.

New Surface Storage Adjacent to the Delta: The ability to store additional water adjacent to the Delta during high flow
periods for later use also is critical to meeting water supply, water quality and environmental objectives. The Ag Water
Caucus supports the construction of new surface storage adjacent to the Delta. New storage should provide benefits for the
environment and water users comparable to or better than enlarging the Contra Costa Water District’s Los Vaqueros
Reservoir project.

New Surface Storage South of the Delta: We support the construction of new surface storage south of the Delta. New
storage should provide multiple benefits for flood control, fisheries, power generation, and water quality in the south Delta.
Both on-stream and off-stream sites, including on San Joaquin River and Tulare Lake Basin tributaries, as well as on the
west side of the San Joaquin Valley, should be evaluated.

Groundwater Storage and Conjunctive Use: We believe that CALFED’s groundwater storage and conjunctive use
options alone will not resolve California’s need for increased water storage. The Ag Water Caucus strongly believes that
any groundwater storage or conjunctive use strategy must be locally initiated and supported by the local groundwater users
and communities involved. Although there is a tendency to think of groundwater in terms of a homogeneous underground
reservoir that fluctuates gradually with wet and dry cycles, the reality is more complex. While many groundwater basins
are interconnected, aquifer structure is far from uniform and horizontal movement of groundwater is slow. Even within a
small sub-area, groundwater resources can range from abundance to scarcity within a few miles. Groundwater management
programs, therefore, must be developed on the local level and supported by local affected groundwater users and
communities. A "one-size-fits-all" approach will not work in all basins or sub-basins. These locally supported programs
must assure the agricultural groundwater users in basins or sub-basins not currently managed by groundwater storage and
conjunctive use programs that groundwater levels will be protected to prevent overdraft and the subsequent increases to
water costs.

Groundwater users will not "get better together" ifCALFED does not acknowledge the importance of maintaining
groundwater levels for agricultural uses as well as the surface water rights and contracts of agencies and individuals. In all
cases, conjunctive use programs must recognize the paramount groundwater rights of farmers, ranchers, local water
agencies and other landowners. Any effort to manage groundwater conjunctively with surface water supplies must
recognize impacts to third parties and mitigate for these. Finally, CALFED must recognize the geologic and hydrologic
limitations to groundwater storage.

Farmers and agricultural water entities have been managing groundwater and surface water conjunctively for decades,
which must be recognized by CALFED. We support CALFED’s proposal to assist local entities with local conjunctive
management programs. The Ag Water Caucus encourages CALFED to support voluntary agricultural practices that
enhance groundwater recharge where capacity exists.

2.Issue - Agricultural Land/Water Conversion and Retirement: CALFED’s common programs and
alternatives include proposals to fallow and!or convert agricultural land and water to other uses. Some stakeholders, as
well as some CALFED agencies, continue to support large-scale land retirement in the San Joaquin Valley as a method for
reducing export water demands.

Position: The Ag Water Caucus opposes the widespread conversion of agricultural land and its associated water
resources to other uses. While some locally driven, voluntary programs that address specific issues may have merit,
widespread land retirement and/or conversion is unacceptable. Land and water conversion in most cases violates
CALFED’s solution principles. Land conversion does not allow agriculture to move forward with other stakeholders.
Specifically, land retirement does not reduce conflicts because demands on California’s water delivery and storage system
will continue to exceed capacity. Conversion does not meet the test of equitability when the devastation of Central Valley
agricultural production and rural economic activity are compared to uncertain and unquantified environmental benefits.
Land and water conversion is not affordable when viewed in the context of impacts on economic activity, employment,
local infrastructure and our balance of payments. Finally, conversion clearly violates the principle of no significant
redirected impacts.
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Agriculture is a significant resource that provides multiple benefits to all Californians. To the extent that agricultural land
and water are taken out of production for any reason, CALFED must mitigate or avoid any impacts, as required by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Ag Water Caucus’ positions on specific land and water conversion proposals in the CALFED draft programmatic
environmental impact statement/report (PEIS/R) are outlined below:

Ecosystem Restoration Program: CALFED’s Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan includes the following
conversion of agricultural land and water to habitat:

Program/Region Acreage Water (acre-feet)

Ecosystem Restoration 127,300 to 152,000 acres Up to 500,000 AF

Sacramento Valley 20,000 to 26,000 acres

In-Delta 98,000 to 115,000 acres

San Joaquin Valley 9,300 to I 1,000 acres

Position: The Ag Water Caucus opposes the conversion of the above agricultural land and water to ecosystem
restoration. Alternative approaches that do not rely on agricultural land conversion should be developed. The Ag Water
Caucus is concerned that CALFED’s proposal to acquire Delta agricultural lands and riparian water rights for ecosystem
restoration could result in the converted lands diverting more water for habitat use than is currently being diverted for
agricultural use, resulting in a net reduction of the overall agricultural supply.

Recommended CALFED Action: CALFED must evaluate ecosystem restoration alternatives that maintain land in
private ownership and that recognize locally designed programs. To date, CALFED has largely ignored the potential for
voluntary partnership actions on the part of farmers and ranchers to manage private lands in a manner beneficial to wildlife
species while maintaining agricultural economic viability. Recent amendments to the California Endangered Species Act
authorize voluntary local programs under which farmers and ranchers may incorporate habitat and species fi’iendly actions
into their operations. In return, these producers are protected fi’om the threat of liability for accidental or incidental "take"
of state-listed species. Similar authorization and protection incorporated into federal law could open the door to a
substantial increase in habitat on agricultural lands statewide, making it unnecessary to convert agricultural acreage for
ecosystem restoration.

CALFED also must ensure that neighboring landowners will not be negatively affected by habitat restoration activities.
Project sponsors must initiate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CEQA processes as soon as possible, with
involvement from all affected landowners and related stakeholders. In cases where CEQA compliance is not required, a
representative public process should be developed to determine how specific actions are prioritized and selected - and to
work with local interests to effectively implement these programs. Finally, the Ag Water Caucus insists that CALFED
evaluate and disclose the cumulative impacts of this and other actions (including the Central Valley Project Improvement
Act, the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, and others).

The implementation of projects to improve and expand existing habitat must not subject existing landowners and
stakeholders to associated environmental restrictions.

¯ A comprehensive regional flood control assessment must accompany each ecosystem restoration project involving
riparian land acquisition.

¯ Restoration projects must not limit local agencies’ abilities to conduct activities that are necessary to properly
operate and maintain existing flood control facilities and protect public safety.

¯ Contingency funding should be available for each project to compensate for reasonable foreseen and unforeseen
circumstances resulting from project implementation.
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¯ Landowners who currently hold riparian water rights must not have their historic rights severed or reduced by
habitat restoration efforts.

CALFED should restructure the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan to avoid, reduce or mitigate potential impacts to
agricultural water and land resources. The program should develop an approach that emphasizes collaborative local
projects with local landowners. Its conceptual approach of focusing on ecological processes supported by flow
augmentation and habitat development must be scientifically verified before broad implementation occurs. Other stressors,
such as food web alterations resulting from introduced species, predation, commercial and sport harvest, and unknown
toxicity, must be evaluated and addressed.

Water Quality Program: CALFED’s Water Quality Common Program includes proposals to retire the following
amount of land:

Program/Region Acreage Water (acre-feet)

Water Quality 35,000 to 45,000 acres

Sacramento Valley 35,000 to 45,000 acres

In-Delta

San Joaquin Valley

Position: The Ag Water Caucus believes that local efforts to address water quality should take precedence over land
retirement to achieve water quality objectives. Even the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Report (the 1990 "Rainbow Report")
supports local programs addressing water quality and indicates that land retirement is the alternative of last resort. Land
retirement should not be viewed as a substitute for developing a drainage system to maintain valley-wide salt balances.

Recommended CALFED Action: CALFED should focus on water quality program improvements that are locally
supported and administered as an alternative to land retirement. CALFED’s efforts should support programs developed by
local water users and contractors to address water quality issues.

Long-Term Levee Protection Program: CALFED proposes to acquire the following acreage as part of its Levee
Protection Common Program:

Program/Region Acreage Water (acre-feet)

Long-Term Levee Protection 34,000 to 35,000 acres

Sacramento Valley 34,000 to 35,000 acres

In-Delta

San Joaquin Valley

Position: Setback levees and flood control easements are not substitutes for ongoing channel maintenance. Neighboring
landowners should not be impacted.

Recommended CALFED Action: CALFED should evaluate flood control and flood protection measures that
maintain private ownership and agricultural operations.

Storage and Conveyance Options: Storage and conveyance facilities are projected to remove the following amount
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of farmland from production and private ownership:

Program/Region Acreage Water (acre-feet)

Storage and Conveyance 0 to 82,100 acres

Sacramento Valley 0 to 32,000 acres

In-Delta 0 to 33,500 acres

San Joaquin Valley 0 to 16,600 acres

Position: The Ag Water Caucus recognizes that some agricultural lands will be converted because of facilities
construction.

Recommended CALFED Action: None.

Land Retirement for Demand Reduction: While this is not an official CALFED proposal, some stakeholders and
CALFED agencies continue to press for large-scale land retirement to reduce export water demands.

Program/Region Acreage Water (acre-feet)

Demand Reduction 400,000 to 600,000 acres 1.4 MAF

Sacramento Valley

In-Delta

San Joaquin Valley 400,00 to 600,000 acres

Position: Land retirement for demand reduction was eliminated from further discussion at the end of Phase 1, and should
remain "offthe table." The increasing demand for food and fiber in California and the world dictates that we must
maximize the land area available for crop production in this state. Large-scale farmland retirement would devastate
California’s economy and force the state and nation to rely more heavily on imported food supplies. California farmers
produce the safest, highest quality food and fiber in the world, yet this productivity would be jeopardized by large-scale
land retirement.

Total Agr&ultural Land FaRowing/Conversion:

Program/Region Acreage Water (acre-feet)

TOTALS 196,300 to 314,100 acres >1.9 MAF

Common Programs 400,000 to 600,000 acres

Demand Reduction 596,300 to 914,100 acres

Grand Total

Recommended CALFED Action: CALFED must eliminate the concept of land retirement from further discussion
or analysis. Furthermore, CALFED must analyze the potential effects of its common programs on agricultural resources via
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the NEPA and CEQA processes. California’s agricultural resources, including land and water, are of global significance
and thus a significant part of the existing environment as def’med by NEPA and CEQA. Accordingly, impacts of
redirecting agricultural land and water to other uses must be critically analyzed in the PEIS/R. Both NEPA and CEQA
require CALFED to seriously consider alternatives that will not impact agricultural resources, such as using available non-
agricultural and!or public lands to satisfy the needs of the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan. Measures to fully mitigate
any impacts on agricultural resources must be developed to internalize the true costs of a project. Unless full mitigation is
included in the PEIS/R, it will not fully disclose the costs of the CALFED Program to the public and decision-makers. An
informed decision, therefore, will be impossible without such disclosure.

3. Issue - CALFED Water Conveyance Alternatives: CALFED’s Alternative 1 would make minor
modifications to Delta channels to improve conveyance. Alternative 2 would make substantial modifications to Delta
channels. Alternative 3 combines modified Delta channels with an isolated facility that would be capable of moving water
through the Delta as well as around the Delta under certain conditions.

Position: The Ag Water Caucus strongly asserts that improved conveyance is essential to meet the CALFED water
supply reliability, water quality, flood control and fishery objectives. The Ag Water Caucus maintains that the minor
improvements identified in Alternative 1 are inadequate to meet these objectives. Further ref’mement and optimization of
Alternatives 2 and 3 are necessary to determine if each can accomplish an acceptable level of improvement. The Ag Water
Caucus also believes that such improvements are only effective if linked with additional storage.

Alternative 2 appears to provide conveyance improvements at a cost less than Alternative 3. However, as currently
designed, Alternative 2 is significantly less adequate than Alternative 3 with respect to fishery protection, export water
quality and earthquake protection. Alternative 3, as presently designed, is less adequate in protecting in-Delta water
quality, presents additional challenges in flood protection, creates problems of seepage on adjacent lands, involves land
severance problems, and has higher costs. It also does not include the inherent assurances provided by a Delta "common
pool."

A final decision regarding conveyance systems cannot be made until the issues outlined above are addressed and until
operating criteria, contractual and institutional assurances, and a mitigation package for adverse impacts including impacts
on fishery and water quality (both in-Delta and for export uses) are developed.

Recommended CALFED Action: CALFED must perform additional analyses to address the relative weaknesses
associated with Alternatives 2 and 3, and try to optimize each of these alternatives to determine if each can accomplish
acceptable levels of improvement in all solution areas. The analysis of Alternative 2 must improve its design related to
fisheries, export water quality and seismic risk. The analysis of Alternative 3 must protect in-Delta water quality, flood
control benefits, seepage and other impacts.

4. Issue - CALFED Common Programs: CALFED has developed six programs to be implemented regardless of
the water conveyance and storage alternatives selected. These programs include the following:

¯ Ecosystem Restoration,
¯ Water Quality,
¯ Water Use Efficiency,
¯ Levee System Integrity,
¯ Water Transfers, and
¯ Coordinated Resource Management.

As discussed throughout this white paper, many of these common programs propose to convert agricultural land and/or
water to other uses.

Position: The Ag Water Caucus believes the common programs should be revised to maintain land in private ownership
and agricultural production and to provide incentives for landowners to participate in program objectives. Furthermore, we
believe that increased surface storage must be added to the list of common programs. Storage and conveyance
enhancements must be implemented in concert with the common programs to ensure their success. For example, increased
storage capacity is needed to successfully operate the Ecosystem Restoration Program.
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Recommended CALFED Action: CALFED should add storage as a common program rather than a variable
component. Also, CALFED should revise its common program proposals to reduce, avoid, or mitigate impacts on
agricultural resources. This must be incorporated into the PEIS/R. Programmatically, CALFED should develop
opportunities for farmers, ranchers, and other landowners to achieve CALFED objectives while maintaining the economic
productivity and private ownership of agricultural land and water. CALFED’s common programs must be compatible with
flood management objectives.

5. Issue - Water Use Efficiency: CALFED has established a target of 5.5 to 6 million acres of irrigated farmland
throughout the CALFED solution area that must be covered by a water conservation management plan endorsed by the
Agricultural Water Management Council. Furthermore, CALFED has stated that lack of progress on voluntary efforts to
achieve the target acreage could result in regulation or legislation mandating agricultural water conservation measures.
Finally, CALFED has indicated that water users will not receive benefits, including new water, from CALFED programs or
facilities unless they are participating in the water use efficiency program, including some form of mandatory water
measurement and volumetric pricing (These EWMPs are only implemented under the AB 3616 Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) after a detailed net benefit analysis indicates the practices are appropriate for a signatory).

In addition to the efforts of the Agricultural Water Management Council (which is moving forward independent of
CALFED’s water use efficiency efforts), many agricultural water suppliers and users are engaged in ongoing efforts to
conserve water. While CALFED does address urban water use efficiency, the draft PEIS/R fails to hold in-stream and off-
stream environmental uses to similar standards of accountability.

Position: The Ag Water Caucus supports continued voluntary implementation of efficient water management practices
endorsed by the AB 3616 Agricultural Water Management Council. We oppose any mandatory requirements for
agricultural water use efficiency. Increased application efficiency does not typically increase water supplies for other
beneficial uses. The Caucus supports water conservation plans certified by the Council or approved by the Bureau of
Reclamation. Further, until the AB 3616 criteria and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation-approved water conservation criteria
are merged, CALFED should explicitly accept USBR-approved water conservation plans as equivalent to a plan endorsed
by the AB 3616 Council. The Caucus also is opposed to CALFED’s inclusion of mandatory water measurement and
pricing criteria in its water use efficiency program. These practices are not consistent with the current AB 3616 MOU. If
CALFED proposes to accept the AB 3616 process, then it is inappropriate for CALFED to propose unilateral changes to
any aspect of the MOU. This "one size fits all" approach fails to account for the tremendous diversity in agriculture
throughout the state.

The Ag Water Caucus believes that the CALFED target of 5.5 to 6 million acres of irrigated farmland to be covered by an
endorsed water management plan by January 1999 is both an unrealistically short timefi’ame, and an unsupported target.
The AB 3616 MOU allows two years from the date of admittance into the Agricultural Water Management Council for a
water supplier to prepare a water management plan and submit it to the Council for endorsement. Therefore, the CALFED
timeframe contradicts the AB 3616 MOU. Again, ifCALFED intends to embrace the AB 3616 MOU as satisfying its
water management requirements, then CALFED should not unilaterally alter conditions of the MOU.

Furthermore, while CALFED has identified 8-9 million acres of irrigated acreage within its solution area, a substantial
amount of this acreage is not within any organized water district. Consequently, CALFED’s acreage targets are
unrealistically high. Over 4 million acres are already signatory to the AB 3616 MOU or subject to U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation water conservation criteria, or both. Both the AB 3616 MOU process and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
water conservation criteria are intended for implementation by water suppliers. Rather than focus on a specific acreage
target, CALFED should focus on providing sufficient support for water management programs to elicit additional
implementation.

In the future, technological improvements in irrigation systems will likely increase the overall efficiency of agricultural
water use. However, such technology improvements will not reduce demands for Delta water supplies sufficiently to
impact the need for expanded Delta conveyance facilities or the operation of project storage facilities.

According to DWR Bulletin 160, increased water use efficiency measures will not decrease depletions in the Sacramento
River or Tulare Lake regions, and will only decrease depletions in the San Joaquin River region by 2,000 acre-feet. The
Bulletin further states that "almost all excess applied irrigation water is reused, ultimately percolating to groundwater or
draining back into rivers...." As a result, increased agricultural water use efficiency will create no significant amount of
"new" water, which must be recognized by CALFED.
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Specific water application efficiency targets must not be linked to access to CALFED benefits (i.e., new water or use of
CALFED facilities). The Ag Water Caucus believes that CALFED’s stated goal of achieving 85 percent application
efficiency throughout California agriculture is unsupported scientifically and unachievable practically. We also believe that
"new" water created by CALFED is water over and above quantities taken from water users for environmental uses
through regulation, and above quantities dedicated to ecosystem protection by legislative actions and the Bay-Delta
Accord. Finally, the Caucus believes that locally driven approaches to water conservation are necessary to avoid negative
impacts to land, groundwater storage and water quality.

Recommended CALFED Action: CALFED should modify its Water Use Efficiency Technical Appendix to
accurately reflect that California agriculture is already highly efficient in its use of water, and that more efficient water
application does not necessarily increase water supply. Only practices that reduce irrecoverable losses actually increase the
total useable water supply. Furthermore, water saved within a district or on a farm is used elsewhere within the same
district or farm. To maximize profits, agricultural producers must hold down all costs, including water costs, which
provides additional incentive to use water as efficiently as possible. The CALFED preferred alternative must focus on
water use management through region-specific plans that take into consideration such factors as surface and groundwater
quality and quantity, soil quality and type, cultural practices, economic and environmental benefits. Furthermore, CALFED
must recognize and disclose that increasing application efficiency often reduces the incidental environmental benefits that
are associated with agricultural practices, and can actually increase overall agricultural water use rather than decrease it.

CALFED should support the AB 3616 MOU and its timefi’ame for endorsement. CALFED also should assume a
leadership role in developing and supporting a program of education, outreach and technical assistance for water suppliers
and users to develop water conservation and management plans under the AB 3616 MOU.

CALFED should review the California Department of Water Resources’ Bulletin 160-98, which documents that the
environment is the largest consumer of water in California. Accordingly, CALFED should develop efficiency standards for
all current and new environmental uses of water within the CALFED solution area, both in-stream and off-stream, which
hold environmental water uses to standards of accountability similar to those demanded for urban and agricultural users.
CALFED must insist on bringing these standards to parity. Additionally, CALFED must quantify specific environmental
needs, such as the following:

¯ How much water is or will be needed, where, when, and for what purposes;
¯ How environmental water needs will be met; and
¯ How CALFED will hold environmental water uses to standards of accountability as is currently being done to

assess agricultural and urban standards of accountability.

The Ag Water Caucus suggests setting an upper limit on environmental flows with criteria and procedures that include
stakeholder input before that limit can be raised.

The Ag Water Caucus strongly supports the current CALFED policy that agricultural land retirement for demand reduction
purposes is not equitable, is too costly and has unacceptable redirected impacts, and therefore is not a part of the Water
Use Efficiency program.

6. Issue - Water Quality and Watershed Management: In addition to addressing salinity and selenium issues,
CALFED’s water quality common program addresses pesticides and non-point source pollution issues. Certain pesticides
have been identified in surface waters of the Bay/Delta estuary and its watersheds at levels that may impair aquatic life
beneficial uses. Current scientific knowledge is inadequate to determine the significance or extent of impairment.
CALFED’s watershed management common program addresses land uses and management in upper watersheds. However,
CALFED fails to address the issue of long-term salt balance in areas with no natural outlet.

Position: The Ag Water Caucus supports CALFED’s proposals to provide financial and technical funding and assistance
for development of voluntary actions and best management practices to address non-point source pollution. However, we
object to CALFED’s efforts to establish target values for specific compounds used in protecting agricultural crops, as
included in the Water Quality Technical Appendix. CALFED is not the appropriate arena for addressing this issue. The
State Water Resources Control Board and the California Department of Pesticide Regulation have a Management Agency
Agreement (MAA) in place to address pesticide issues. The Ag Water Caucus supports this ongoing cooperative process

http://www.cfwc.com/agwater.htm 9/22/99

C--096804
(3-096804



Ag Water Caucus Position Page 15 of 18

for protecting water quality as well as ensuring the continued public benefit of controlling pests.

Similarly, other local, state and federal agencies currently have jurisdiction over non-point source pollution and water
quality protection efforts. The Ag Water Caucus believes that the current non-point source three-tier approach adopted by
the State Water Resources Control Board and the basin planning process utilized by the nine Regional Water Quality
Control Boards provide an adequate framework for the protection of water quality. Furthermore, the State Water
Resources Control Board has entered into MAAs with the Bureau of Land Management and the United States Forest
Service to address non-point source pollution issues in the upper watersheds that are the source for much of the water
flowing to and through the Delta.

Recommended CALFED Action: To maximize the efficient use of public resources, CALFED should embrace
and encourage current and future cooperative efforts to improve water quality. CALFED should assist in the development
and funding of water quality monitoring programs and should provide funding for the implementation of best management
practices. Furthermore, CALFED’s coordinated watershed management efforts should provide assistance for local efforts
and should not mandate land use changes in these watersheds.

CALFED must recognize and encourage existing efforts and defer to existing non-point source pollution control programs.

7. Issue - Water Transfers: Voluntary water transfers are one means of ensuring that California’s most precious
resource continues to be put to reasonable beneficial use to the maximum degree practicable. California has a long history
of beneficial water sales and exchanges among agricultural water users, primarily within basins and/or among water
suppliers. These transfers have typically not harmed third parties and rural social interests because of the sensitivity of the
transferring parties to those interests. There have also been some arrangements between agricultural water users and other
non-agricultural users that have been beneficial to both parties and have not depleted the long-term agricultural water
supply.

Position: California’s water storage and conveyance capacity must be enhanced before water transfers can play a
meaningful role in resolving statewide water management issues. One of the most significant current constraints to
transfers through the Delta is reliable conveyance capacity. We believe that CALFED must recognize that water transfers
do not create "new" water; rather, transfers simply move water from agriculture to other uses. Without improvements to
California’s water storage and conveyance facilities, therefore, water transfers potentially violate CALFED’s solution
principles by redirecting impacts toward agriculture.

We support the inclusion of voluntary transfers and exchanges as a component of an integrated and balanced CALFED
package. However, we are concerned about the current lack of analysis regarding the actual capacity and demand for water
transfers. This has led to unrealistic conclusions regarding the ability of water transfers and exchanges to meet the
CALFED solution principles.

Consideration of the many issues involved with water transfers is complicated. Agricultural interests developed a transfer
policy in 1992 that stresses, among other things, protection of water rights, voluntary transfers, local control and minimal
third party impacts. Mandatory water transfers, including regulatory reallocations, are unacceptable to agriculture. We
oppose permanent reallocations of water through water transfers that reduce the long-term supply of agricultural water. We
also oppose short-term transfers that result in the development of long-term demand for agricultural water supplies.

CALFED’s water transfer policies also should assure that the burden of proof regarding groundwater impacts of water
transfers lies with the parties to the transaction, and not on non-participating groundwater users.

Recommended CALFED Action: The development of water markets should be left to stakeholders. CALFED’s
involvement in water transfers should be limited to construction of the necessary conveyance and storage facilities that
enable transfers to play a meaningful role in California’s overall water management. To the extent that CALFED identifies
a specific role for water transfers as part of the CALFED solution, reasonable estimates of a range of expected transfers
and reliable transfer capacity should be made. However, CALFED should not seek to change existing law regarding water
transfers and should not adversely impact existing water rights or transfer programs, either directly or indirectly, through
new regulations or controls.

For agricultural groundwater users, protections must be clearly defined. Current law states that a transfer must not
unreasonably affect the overall economy of the area from which the water is being transferred. Agricultural groundwater
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users must not be considered an expendable part of local infrastructures and economies. The definition of legal water users
must include individual farmers and ranchers dependent solely or partially on groundwater.

8. Issue - Cost Allocation: CALFED and the BDAC Finance Workgroup have developed general principles of cost
allocation. These principles include concepts of equity, fairness, and benefits-based allocation.

CALFED has adopted a "beneficiary pays" concept over a punitive cost allocation methodology aimed at recovering from
parties who allegedly created environmental damage in the past. In this regard, certain common programs are proposed to
be funded with public monies while other common programs that provide "benefits" to water users are proposed to be
funded with user fees. In general, CALFED has determined that facilities should be funded by the beneficiaries of those
facilities.

Position: The Ag Water Caucus believes that a successful CALFED solution will include cost allocation principles that
will sustain the state’s vibrant agricultural economy. The Ag Water Caucus supports a "benefits-based" approach over a
punitive approach. However, the Ag Water Caucus strongly objects to any effort to require agricultural water users to pay
any additional costs to replace water taken for environmental uses through regulatory actions, or dedicated to
environmental protections by legislative actions and the Bay-Delta Accord. The costs of the CALFED program must be
apportioned in a manner mutually agreeable to the state and federal governments, and stakeholder interests pursuant to
long-term cost-sharing agreements to be developed as part of the CALFED package.

Recommended CALFED Action: CALFED should continue to evaluate and develop cost allocation strategies that
sustain the agricultural economy and recognize the public benefits derived from water quality, environmental protection,
flood control, recreation, and adequate water supplies. These cost allocation strategies must acknowledge that any effort to
require additional payments from agricultural water users to replace supplies taken for environmental uses through
regulatory actions or dedicated in the interim to environmental protections by federal actions and the Bay-Delta Accord is
unacceptable. Since the acceptability and willingness to support a cost allocation methodology is directly linked to the
benefits the final alternative provides, it is incumbent upon CALFED to develop the final preferred alternative, with
specific identification of benefits and assurances, concurrent with the development of cost allocation strategies.

CALFED should identify how it will develop new water supplies for long-term environmental uses. These environmental
water supplies should be developed and paid for at public expense. These costs must be estimated and disclosed in the
PEIS/R so that the public and stakeholders can make informed decisions on the CALFED Program.

9. Issue - Implementation and Assurances: The implementation of CALFED programs and assurances regarding
the implementation of CALFED programs, including construction and operation of facilities, is crucial to CALFED’s
SUCCESS.

Position: While CALFED solutions focus on the long-term, we strongly support incremental, near-term implementation
actions, with early investments in system conveyance capacity and storage where there is a potential for significant benefit
for both water users and the environment (e.g., enhanced south Delta pumping flexibility and storage north, adjacent to,
and south of the Delta).

Recommended CALFED Action: The proposed programs, facilities, and related actions described in CALFED’s
draft PEIS/R cannot be completed immediately. Indeed, certain features may require more than 20 years to complete.
Therefore, the Ag Water Caucus proposes the following phasing schedule for implementation of various CALFED
program elements. To meet the fundamental precepts under which CALFED was formed and Proposition 204 was passed
by the voters, the CALFED Program must be designed to ensure that implementation occurs in a balanced manner.
Proposition 204, which provides substantial funding for ecosystem restoration elements of the CALFED program, requires
that the total CALFED program be carried out in a manner "that ensures that balanced solutions in all identified problem
areas ... are achieved...." To meet this mandate, environmental, water supply, water quality, and levee improvements must
be implemented in an integrated manner, both for the overall package and for each major step forward. Major elements of
any assurance package must include:

1. Endangered Species Act (ESA) Protections: water users need assurances under the ESA that there will be "no
surprises" and that once a completed assurance package is in place, water users will not face any further takings of
water supplies under the federal and state endangered species acts. Landowners and water right holders also need
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assurances that their land and water will not be targeted by fish and wildlife agencies as mitigation under the
endangered species acts.

2. Implementing Entity: the Ag Water Caucus will evaluate the need for a new entity to carry out the ecosystem
restoration program, along with governance proposals, adaptive management and peer review strategies, financing
mechanisms, and assurances.

3. Area of Origin Protections: protective measures must be taken to ensure that the water supply needs of the areas of
origin will be met adequately and affordably. These protections may take the form of reaffirmation of statutory
provisions, facilities, and other programs.

4. Permitting: the CALFED solution elements must move forward as one integrated package to ensure balanced
implementation of all elements. These program linkages are key to ensuring that the environmental, water quality
and water supply needs are met in a balanced manner. Procedures for obtaining needed permits in a timely,
packaged manner for all elements of the CALFED program must be provided.

5. Consistency with State and Federal Programs: the CALFED solution must include procedures to ensure that water
rights permits, water quality control plans, and statutes such as the Central Valley Improvement Act, are
implemented in a manner consistent with the CALFED plan and related agreements.

6. Assurances: these must be crafted to provide long-term system operation guidelines that protect the environment as
well as water users throughout the Central Valley watershed, including the Delta. Assurances should be developed
before a preferred alternative is adopted.

This white paper was prepared by and/or is supported by representatives of the following
organizations:

Ag America Farm Credit Bank
Agricultural Council of California
Banta-Carbona Irrigation District
Black Butte Ranch
California Cattlemen’s Association
California Chamber of Commerce
California Farm Bureau Federation
California Farm Water Coalition
Califorma Fertilizer Association
Catitbrnia Forestr>’ Association
Californm Gram and Feed Association
California Seed Association
Central Valley Production Credit Association
Central Valley Project Water Association
Colusa-Glenn Production Credit Association
Del Puerto Water District
Delta Water Users Authority
Dudley Ridge Water Dlstr,ct
Exeter Irrigation District
Federal Land Bank Associatmn ofColusa, FLCA
Federal Land Bank of Yosemite
Frmnt Water Users Authority
Gilt Ranch
Kern County Water Agency
Kings River Conservatmn District
Modesto Irrigation District
Northern Calif, Federal Land Bank Association, FLCA
Northern California Production Credit Association
Oak Flat Water District
Paramount Farming Company
Reclamation Distr~ct 2075
Sacramento Valley Farm Credit, ACA
San Joaquin Farm Bureau Federation
San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors
San Lms & Delta-Mendota Water Authority
Sierra-Bay Federal Land Bank Association, FLCA
Sierra-Bay Production Credit Association
South Delta Water Agency
Stanislaus County Farm Bureau
Tulare Lake Basm Water Storage D~strict
Valley Federal Land Bank Association, FLCA
Valley Production Credit Association
Western Farm Credit Bank
Western Growers Association
Westlands Water District
Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District
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’~1 on state and federal land.,,, the maiorit\ of ourpopulation.,,. Foresters throughout the state are particti-
~ ~ country ".,, wildlife population.,, are 10und on pri-larlv interested in maimaining the health o| their forest and

vate propen\. This lhct puts our nation’s thrmers and ranch-woodland habitat throu_oh responsible resource mana,,e-
ers in a unique position. Many have chosen to take actionment.
in order to see native habitat and wildli~b populations flour-
ish on their operations. The Califk)rnia Farm BureauSome of the operations profiled in this report receive

Federation ha.,, noticed this trend in our own state, andoutside financial assistance, allowing them to take addi-
tional conservation steps. The nraiorit\: h~nve\’er, are fi.wcedwe have compiled examples of the efl~rts taken by mare ¯ -

of Calilbrnias lb.rmers and ranchers as they work to~ardto operate within their own financial means and econom-

promotin~ healthy wildlife populations on their property,ic viability. Frequently. this influences whether land can
~ be 3~iallowed or what resources can be allocated.

The tbllowing is a series of thrmer and rancher profiles that
highlight the activities of individual agriculturists like LarryManv of our state’s farmers and ranchers work coopera-
Hyder. a ~rk)rester in El Dorado county: Don Brazil. a cat-tiveh’ with government agencies while many opt to reh
tie and hay rancher in the Scott Valley. and Nathan Carver.strictly on their mvn resources. There is. however, gen-
a rancher in Kern count\. These individuals, like count-uine concern among the vast majority of the agriculturists
less others throughout the state, have made a cormnitmentwe spoke to about excessive regulation and government
to manage their property lbr agricultural production andmandates, especially under the Endangered Species Act.
wildlife preservation. In most cases thrmers and ranchers are cautious about giv-

Although the following profiles represent diverse pro-ing intbrmation concerning endangered species on their

jects tbr various wildlife species and habitats throughoutproperty, fearing that if too much infi:~rmation gets out.

the state, they are mereh’ the tip of the icebeu. WE tbundthey risk the possibility of having their right to thrm or oth-

that most farmer.,, consider their effbrts to help wildlifee~’ise manage their land taken away.

beneficial to their agricultural operation, discovering thatWe lrbund that in all too many cases, welt-meaning gov-
the health of their land is often reflected in the health ofernment regulations were having the opposite of their in-
their wildlife populations. Says Scott Kemp. an Owenstended effects. We heard time after time the tinct that it of-
Valle\ rancher¯ "’if you’re going to stay in the businessten comes down to providing wildlife habitat at your
you’ve got to manage tbr everything.’" own risk. One individual said if fhrmers are threatened
More often than not. Ihrmers and ranchers manage theirwith having their right to manage their land taken away by
~vildlitc a~ an extensmn of their agricultural activities, un-government regulation or mandate, they would rather elim-
derstandmg their responsibility to care |br the land lbr bothinate habitat on their property altogether. Unlbrtunately.
~ocial and personal reasons, including the desire to passit’s frequently the lhrmers and ranchers who are making
the land on to their children in a better condition. As Stanthe eltim to help wildlife on their land who are thlling un-
Hunewill of Mono c~unty puts it. "’few people know thetier the greatest risk of having the right to do so taken away,.
land a,, well as the people wh¢~ve lived on it tbr several
~cnerat~m, - who’ve seen what works and what doesn’t.’"We’d like to give credit to those thrmers and ranchers who

voluntarily strive to preserve wildlife on their property.Dave Fisher of San Bernardino county says that they care
tear their wildlife because "it’s all a part of our operationeven if it means risking regulation. We also would like

- its a part o| ~.lur [ite... a part of us. It’s the way we op-to point out that there are several government agencies and
programs that are helping thrmers in their eftbrts, but liorcrate.’ As Tom Ellis of Colusa county puts it. "’I think we

rcalh could make a difference." many people we spoke with, they are the exception. The
majority of farmers and ranchers grow up surrounded by

Calitiwnia t~rmers and ranchers participate in activitieswildlife and the outdoors, and naturally develop a love and
ranging from wood duck nesting box projects to riparianrespect tbr their surroundings.
zone restoration. Northern and Central Valley Caliibrnians
are often invoh,ed in artificial wetlands creation and eggLarry Hyder probably describes it best. "we love the land
rescues." while agriculturists in the Cascades and the Sierrasand the streams and everything that lives here.., the world
strive to improve fish habitat by restoring waterways anddoes not understand how people fall in love with the land."
riverbanks. Ranchers in the southern part of the state, usedThis sentiment was repeated over and over again by the in-
to dealing with water issues, endeavor to develop year-dividuals we spoke with fbr this project.
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COMMITMENT TO CONSERVATION

Common Sense Guides
This Farm’s Restoration Activities
Bill Eiler ~rows hay and small ~rainschemicals that are safe for the wildlife~ ~’ : ~ -Z-~
alon_.q the Scott River in Siskivou coun- there, and they are very protective of ",,~,_-_~"~ - ’--’,._~ ---
tv on a tiarm that his grandtb.ther boughtthe large trees that help create habitat
in the 1960"s. His farm is home to within the buffer. In addition to these f_, "--,,,,
deer. mallards, wood duckb, doves, andprojects, the Eilers have built a pond ~ -,, . -- ., ",,.,
salmon, and the Eilers have taken mea-to help correct draina,,ae problems and "-. . .___._,..
sures to restore and provide habitat lbrcapture waste water on their land. "- .- ’
other species of wildlife as well. Eiler Now there is a year-round source of
has been involved mainly in bank sta-drinking water for wildlife in an area "~-"-",-.,& ..~
bilization projects along the river, in-that used to completely dry by April.
cluding riprap and tree planting pro-The Eilers have also developed a piv- ,__.___~_____.~
jects to slow erosion and provide more ot irrigation system, which is. says
habitat for the fish. who like the deep- Eiler. "92 % efficient" at delivering Bill Eiler, Siskiyou County
er. cooler pools created bv the rocks water to the crop. This conserves both
used in the riprapping. For a while,water and energy on the farm. pecting] to tell us what to do.’" He is
Eiler says, riprap projects where quite afraid that federal mandates would be
a challenge in his area because of the

Eiler is also involved in a valley-wide"more harmful than helpful." predict-
idea. held by many environmentalists,effort to increase flow down the Scott ing that fiarmers in the area would sire-
that any disturbance of the river banksRiver through the use of several smallply respond by "’turning their backs"
would be detrimental rather than ben-check dams. similar to beaver dams.on them. He savs that many of the
eficial for fish. But that attitude is He has put in a request to volunteer hisefforts that he and other farmers are

farm as a location lbr one of these smalltaking part in come down to "trying tochanging as people are becoming aware
dams. hoping that it might help holdstay out of the possibility" of further

Often limes the salmon will back enough water through the wet-regulation under acts such as the
ter months to release during the drierEndangered Species Act. Remarksspawn in the rive/; only to months in an effort to keep the Scott Eiler. "we just want to be as sale as we

have the waters do’ up and the River from drying up in the summer, can."
eggs die. This project, he as it often does. This is a problem, he

hopes, will alleviate that prob- says. because often times the salmonEiler knows that tanners and ranchers,
will spawn in the river, only to have theespecially in his area. are "not in it

lent. waters dry up and the eggs die. Thisthe money." but rather the lifestyle. As
project, he hopes, will alleviate that for Eiler. he is motivated to continue

of the success of such projects, al-problem, in his eflbrts to help wildlife and im-
prove his land because he’s "leaving it

though, laughs Eiler. "’you could have "We’re always working with other for my kids.., so [they] can have aasked any kid that fished in the river"agencies and trying to do good things" chance to do what we’re doing if they
where it was that the "big fish liked to for wildlife, says Eiler. and many of want."
hang out. " the projects they do are cost-share ef-

forts with State Fish and Game,The Eilers also maintain a buffer zone
between the river and the land that theyResource Conservation District, and
I~.rm to help stem erosion. He says thatothers. However. Eiler fears working

with ~overnment a~encies *’if theythey are particularly careful to use       -
come m here with an attitude of [ex-
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COMMITMENT TO CONSERVATION

Commitment to Preservation...
A Famih; Tradition

According to Sam Ordwav. the Shasta ranch is a favorite site for the local ’ "-~,"- -~-~\. ~. ~._o
O Ranch in Siskivou county was start- Audubon Society’s annual winter bird
ed by his parents in the 50s as "’an ex-count.’"
periment in conservation." Ordwav’.,, ~,,
father subsequently became president

Ordwav has been very involved over ~ ,,,,

of the Conservation Foundation - set
the past years in projects to improve

up to promote wise use of the nation’~ the banks of the Shasta River which ""~ -,,, ",
flows through his properb. He wouldnatural resources. Ordwav’s parents
like to encoura_oe more protective veg- "--’-" -’ "were attempting to bring back a mar- -

ginal tiarm and make it productive againetation along the river banks, and with .

through responsible management, call-the help of state and federal grants has .,_,._.Z------~
ing on the expertise of federal agenciesworked to improve the stability of the

river banks. Untbrmnatels~ floods dur- Sam Ordway. Siskiyou County
such as the Soil Conservation Service
of the Department of A_,ariculture, ing the past three vears have serious-

~ Iv dama,.qed these efforts, and Ordwax’ tions by the contracting agency fearin,g.
~ such a suit." He believes that "the fu-

Ordwa\’ continues in this tradition andhas lost prime grazing land to flood-
is motivated by "’ lovaltv to my father’s water, but not nearly as much as heture of cooperative efforts lies in con-

gressional retbrm of the Endangered
eflbrts starting the ranch... I believe inwould have lost without his efforts to

Species Act." But until that happens.
the balanced use of natural resources,stabilize the river banks, he says.

Ordwav says. "I am preparing to take
neither., their exploitation nor their lock-Although frustrated, Ordwav has con- all legal recourse to protect mv use of
up. the land against federal mandates."
The Shasta O is a 2.000 acre cow/calfOrdway continues in this tra- This is a sentiment that is echoed bx
operation that provides habitat for manyditiott and is motivated by other landowners throughout the state.
species orwildlife including deer, bob- "loyalty to my father’s efforts Although Ordwav believes that a "’sen-
cat~. cougars, bears, porcupines, coy- sine compromise can be reached." he
ote.~, rabbits, ground squirrels, fish. starting the ranch... I believe

feels that it must be with local officials
and predatory birds such as red-tailedin the balanced use of natural who "’are acquainted with local, nat-
hawk.~. Although cougars and bears resources, neither their ex- ural conditions.’" Ordwav has pledged
come through the ranch they "have notploitation nor their lock-up." to promote, enhance, and maintain
been a serious problem due to the nat- wildlife with or without help or inter-
ural abundance of pre.~.’" Ordway be- ’ ference from the 2overnment.
lieve.~. He does not allow hunting on tinued to seek partnership with state
the ranch, adding. "’the only things Iand federal agencies in his eflbrts to
hunt are poachers.’" Ordway has setre-establish the river banks, but he

mentions that he has been forced intoaside 300 acres, from which his cat-
tle are fenced off. exclusively for a defensive position lately due to pro-
wildlife. The property’s ponds provide posed land use regulations by federal
additional refuge to a large numberagencies seeking to enhance ~sh habi-

of migratory birds including several tat. He fears that "entering into a con-
tract with an,,’ federal agency risks aspecies of ducks. Canada geese, tun-

dm sv~:ans, herons, egrets, and even pel- law suit by extreme environmental or-
icans. According to Ordway. "the ganizations and unacceptable restric-
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COMMITMENT

Long-term Wildlife
Commitment Continues

Jim "Van Tress. who farms just outside and then flooded to allow it to de-
Marvsville in Yuba county. ~rows compose. This practice also leaves~’~ ~4,,~,~-" -
more than just rice. Since the1960"sadditional feed for the birds, asit
the Van Tress farm has managed adoes not destroy the extra seed. " _ ’-,,
permanent wildlife set-aside area on \ ~ \
their property in addition to 1.200 With the exception of the occasional

burnin., levees and roadsides are left          ~ ""-             "acres of rice. The farm is home to ~ %..-~.
mare species of wildlife including undisturbed to provide cover for feed- .,._._..

ing and nesting. Egg recto,err efforts ~-."-"~-’-"g "
egrets.black-crownnightherons.
ducks, deer. and predators. Theseare also carried out on the Van Tress ~.,
species take advantage of 400 to 500farm. Van Tress acknowledges that

acres of permanent ponds and nest- JimVanTress,Yuba County
ing habitat managed by Van Tress.Since the 1960’s the Van Tress
who explains that "’we never will farm farm has managed a perma- tion and mandates. His primary fo-
it... all we do is improve upon it." cus is the protection and promotion
The area is flooded year-round and nent wildlife set-aside area on of wildlife, and he sums it up by say-
supports willow trees, rules, and oth- their property in addition to ing. "I think that all farmers need to
er water grasses. Nesting sites and1,200 acres of rice. try to manage Ibr wildlife."
plenty of cover have also been es-
tablished within the area. according

"’if a duck can hatch [her eggs] nat-to "Van Tress. urallv that’s best." but if a nest is go-
Alon,, with this set-aside. "Van Tress in_,, to be disturbed lbr any reason the
leaves one or two fields out of pro- eggs are collected and taken to a lo-
duction each year to provide addi- cal incubator and hatcher), where
tional habitat for wildlife. He also they are raised until they are old
floods his fields each winter to fur- enough to be released. Van Tress is
nish feed and cover tbr migratory’ wa- motivated to manage for wildlife by
terfmvl and other water birds. Van the appreciation he developed as a
Tres, report, that he relies on flood- child. Says Van Tress. "’I gre\v up
ing. and ha~ not burned any of his rice around it... My’ lather was always a
fields for the last seven vears, butwildlife manager."
hc occa.,,ionallv uses controlled-burn

While he believes that "’some feder-method.~ to clean up his levees and
al programs would help farmers" byfield edges. ’van Tress has not yet en-

countered any problems with diseaseproviding assistance to support

due to flooding, although he under-wildlife and wildlife habitat, he adds.
stands that "there is a need to burn in"I believe.., people can manage their

.̄ ranches better than anybody else."some places. He comments that "so -
far we’ve had good results," and adds He voices concern, as do many farm-
that rather than burning, rice straw isers and ranchers throughout the state,

rolled or lightly’ disced into the soil,that government can simply’ "take over
your land’" through excessive regula-
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Preserving an Example of
What California "Used To Be"

Ken Lindauer and his ihmilv thrm 400which the,,’ refer to as "the jungle. "" .,--.~,.-.. . _-"-2    .~-_.- .,,
acres of prunes.just south of Red Bluff The family would like the area to re-
in Tehama count\. Part of the farmmain wild because, as Lindauer put.,, {qv_-, ’~ -
runs alon,, the Sacramento River. andit. he "’likes to have an example of what MaC
the Tehama-Colusa canal runs throughCalilbrnia was like before people got , --,...., -
the middle of the properb. The farm here.’" In fact. Lindauer mentioned .
is home to abundant wildlife includino_ that his I;amilv’s mission statement for ""
red tail hawks, ospre.va, ducks, turkeys, the farm includes the importance of ",-----.
deer. tbxes, possums, racoons, grey’ andpreserving such natural habitat. ,,~,,Q: __-----
ground squirrels, elderberry beetles. -,
coyotes, and jackrabbits. Lindauer says Although the Department of Fish and _.____.,__~-----

that he sometimes sees eagles and bob-Game and the Nature Conservancx

cats on the farm as well. and severalhave expressed interest in purchasing Ken kindauer, Tehama County

species of birds including doves, robins,
the land from the Lindauers. they are

[tbr an area] and the\ ,et it and noth-
blackbirds. ~oldfinches. and owls makereluctant to sell. knowing that "noth- .. -

~ ing will happen to it" as long as its ining happens. The t’armer is the one

Before irrigated agriculture their hands. Lindauer explains thatwho pays the taxes on his properb: and

farmers, because the,,’ own their land he’s the one who’s "’interested in what
was developed, Lindauer and have the most interest in it. are bet-happens to it."

points out, the land was dO’ ter able to protect it than a government
during the long, hot valley agenc.v. He believes that the

problem with government agen-
summers, and did not support cies is that. "they have all these
the mtmbers atzd variety.’ of great ideas and plans
wildlife that it does today.

their home in the family’s orchards.

Bdore irri~ated agriculture was devet-
~ped. Lindauer points out. the land was
dr\ durin,,:, the long,, hot valle\’ sum-
mere,, and did not support the numbers
and \ariet\ of wildlife that it does to-

The Lindauers have allowed 50 acres ~
of river bottom, which includes a nat-
ural slough, to remain wild after hay-
in,_, run cattle on it in the past. They
want others to enjoy’ the wildlife on - __7. ~_-:---.--"~----
their property as well. and will oc-
casionally’ allow people to fish. camp.
and even ride horses in this area.
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Wildlife Management is
Tradition on 150 Year Old Ranch

Dave Fisher. a high desert cattleman,tie. but the wildlife populations as well.
lives and works on a San BernardinoAccording to Fisher. "’when you de-
counn ranch that’s been in operationvelop water you literally develop an

~,~’-..over 150 year>. The ranch is locatedecosystem around [it]." He also notes -.
about 25 mite.,, southeast of Barstouthat some species of migrator}.’ animals ,.. ,-,.... ....
and is home to many species of wildlifeno\v migrate through his ranch to take
including chuckers, three species ofadvantage of the water supplies. ""
quail, two species of dove, red tail
hawka, golden eagles, big horn sheep.Wildlife populations are thriving on his ,-,,z,,

mute deer. coyotes, foxes, and desertproperty, and, adds Fisher. "it’s almost

tortoise. Fisher is especially proud
evident as soon as you cross the bound- , ’ .._..2,

of the flourishing population of big aries of our ranch.:" He is proud of the "-----’-----

horn sheep, which he attributes to hisstrong populations of wildlife on his Dave Fisher. San Bernardino County
, , land. but is upset that often governmentregardless of lear of regulation, sa\-

agencies get credit for such successesing. "’there’s nothing like seein,.zIf plants are not grazed, he when it is actually due to the voluntary
wildlife do well because of ,,’our ef"-says, they become "stagnant efforts of farmers and ranchers. Says
fbrt.., because of,,’our actMties." But

and woodr. " Wildlife avoid Fisher. "’we live here- this is our life he is also humble in these efforts, corn-
those areas alld often graze

- not only our livelihood but our life."
meriting. "this nation is so young -He adds that voluntary efforts like his what do we know about the environ-

right along with the cattle are simply "all a part of our opera-ment anvwav? It’s with the grace ofwhere the plants are green tion - it’s a part of our life.., a part ofGod that weve -,,or what we’ve ,2or."
and tender: us. It’s the way we operate."

When asked about his concerns over
water de\elopment,~. He also mentionsregulations, government mandates, and
that hi,, ranch is home to the "’most vi-the Endangered Species Act. Fisher
able population [of desert tortoise] in replies that he is indeed concerned. "’no
(.alilorllla." question about it." He wonders about
F~,hcr practice,, responsible grazinggovernment mandates, asking. "’does

m~magement and comments that the
piam, and era.~,~es on his land are very"There’s nothing like seeing
pr,,ducmc, thrift\, and vigorous wherewildlife do well because of
h~, cattle graze. If plants are notyour effort.., because ofyour
,.zrazed. tae .,,av.,,. they become "stagnant

activities."and x~oodx.’" Wildlife avoid those ar-
ea, and often graze right along with the "
cattle where the plants are green andthat [mandate] mean that the majority

tender. He has also put quite a bit ofof the American people mandate.., that
etlbrt into developing water in the hills someone go out and tell ranchers and
and canyon.,, of his ranch. These wa-farmers what to do with their land?"
ter sources benefit not only the cat-But Fisher will continue in his efforts
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Wildlife and Agriculture Both
Winners on North Valley Ranch

According to l,e.,, Heringer. "Most the Sacramento River. These projects-,,--~.)’-’v-~
thrmers who live and work on the landcreated a win-win situation for both "~-’~-
enjo.~ seeing different specie~ ofagriculture andwildlife. As Heringer ~-~--.~- "~
wildli(e around them. Whatever I can explain.,. "’v,’e are nov, able to pump "<.~L,,_
do to make them a part of the farm- and divert water without fear of harm- ,, --,.
in,g opemnon I ,,,,’ill certainl\ do.’" On ing the fish. and without fear of the ,,, "
the M&T Chaco Ranch in Butte coun- farming operation being negatively ira- "-’~,-<,_,____
t\. ’,vtfich i., managed by Heringer. pacted by the ESA.’"
some of those species include the ""~,,,Q,,7-
spring-run chinook salmon, a candi- Other projects on the M&T include a

date ibr listing under the Endangeredwood duck nesting box project, which .,_.___,___--~
Specie.,, Act. wood ducks, sandhill is comprised of 40 nesting boxes along
crane,,,, osprey.,,, ov,’l,~, yellow-billed 200 acres of Edgar Slough and Little gas Haringer. Butte County

cuckoo.,,, swainsons hawks, deer. sex-Chico Creek. Heringer’s son. Scott. large tracts of riparian areas on the
eral species oI turtle,,,, and even a bald

has also been actively involved in this
project, helping to t~uild, hano,., and ranch. According to Heringer. "’with

eagle, which is a federally listed en- ~ the proper incentives much more could
dan~ered specie,,,, monitor boxes. Heringer has been able

~ to pass his appreciation tbr wildlife and be done. If this is what the world ,~ants
we can do it. but we have a hard timeThe M&T. located iust west of the town the outdoors down to his children, a

of Chict,. i.,, an 8.00(I acre diversified heritage that he hopes will continuedoing it on our own in today’s corn-

operation, producing beans, sunflov,- through future generation,,,. Heringerpetitive climate.., there’s onh’ so much

er~,. wheat, prune.,,, almondb, walnuts, has put up several ov,’l nesting boxesyou can do out of ,,’our own pocket."

saft’h~er, anti rice. Included on thi,,, and plants feed plots of millet, to leaveSome incentives that could be eflective
tract of land are 1.100 acres of ripari- unharvested for the birds durin,.z~ the include providin,,~ money, to flood field.,,
an I0rest along the Sacramento River.winter and to provide nesting cover lbr water|bwl in the winter, build fish
2(-)0 acre, of ~ood duck nesting habi- in the spring. He also conducts eggladders and screens such as those now
tat. and 201~ acres of ~ild areas alongrescues in the wheat fields collectingfound on Butte Creek and the
the ranch, creek~ and sh)ughb, duck and pheasant eggs from nests be-Sacramento River. Federal mandates.

fore the equipment reaches them. Theaccordin,o~ to Herin,,er~. . are more puni-Hermger ha,, been involved in majoreggs are taken to a hatchery north oftire than incentive-based, creatingI~,h .,,creen and ladder projects to help Marvsville where they are incubated,the feeling of "’someone holding a gunpr,~tect the spring-run chinook salmon, hatched, and cared for until thex areto your head and telling you to do~ specie, that he says is likely to be list- released back on the ranch. Oak tree,,,somethin,, Farmers just don’t responded a~, endan_oered in the near future.are also planted along the liarm’s wa-positively to that." He believes thatThe M&T diverts water from Butte terwavs to provide habitat tbr wildlife, voluntary efforts with incentives areCreek and pumps water from the
the "best way to go. ’" Or. as HeringerSacramento River. waterways that areMuch of the habitat conservation and

also used in the migration of thespecies protection occurs naturallyputs it. "One neighbor does it. then his
.,,almon. With Heringer’s active in- on the ranch. For example, sandhillneighbor gets interested.., you just have

volvement a more "’fish-friendlx "" lad- cranes winter on the M&T in the wheat to find the right farmer to get the ball

der and screen were constructed at theand harvested rice and bean fields,rolling."

Butte Creek Diversion site. and a newOther bird species, such as the bald ca-
screened pumping plant was put in ongle and ospreys, take advantage of the
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Farming and Wildlife
Go Hand in Hand
Doug McGeoghegan has been farmingfarmers to provide seasonal wetlands .. ~, -_
rice on Gunner’s Field Ranch sincetbr watertbwl. Althou_~h not being able
1973. and this will be hi.,, sixth yearto burn as much ground creates some

-\ ._~.~._-.
".

servin,_, a.,, a board member for thehardship by leadin~ to further expense
California State Fish and Gameand more disease outbreaks such as -. "--,-,..
Commission. His Colusa county lhrmrice blast. McGeoghegan thinks that ’-.,
provides habitat for several species offlooding has been a positive develop- ",.-. -----.,_~
wildlife, including ducks, geese, swans,ment and savs. "it’s been a good-news
egrets, ring-necked pheasants, herons,story all the way around." ~,,,.-’~,. ~~
and many species of raptors. In all.
the farm is home to up to 85 different Flooded rice fields, in addition to pro- ._.__.-------

specie~ of birds at various times of theviding cover and habitat, provide feed
for the birds. Each field, says Dou£1 ~eGeoohegan.Colusa County

\’ear, McGeoghegan, provides 200-300 lbs.again that they can be compatible.’"
In an ef/brt to provide undisturbed nest-of waste-grains and an additional 200-McGeoghegan. like other fiarmers, ha,,
ing habitat and cover Ibr these species.300 lbs. of macro-invertebrates. These"always had kind of a conservation
McGeoghegan leaves hedgerowsprovide waterfowl with excellent bent.:" and considers himself "ex-
around his fields and ditch banks. Hesources of both complex carbohydratestremelv fortunate to have this wildlife
also leaves some fields fallow andand protein. These nutrients allow the ..treasure trove. McGeo~he~an says
avoids mowing or other preparatorybirds to fly back to their Canadian

that he’s not alone in thi~-bel’-ief, andwork in them until after the fourth of breeding grounds in "much better con-he finds it a "’satisfying endeavor"
Ju]\. a practice that. according to ,, help wildlife like he does because, ac-/VlcGeoghegan. is common to t~rmersMcGeoghegan believes that cordin_.q to McGeo_.qheo_an. "I can’t
up and down the Central Valley. This
allo~v, lbr duck and pheasant broods toagriculture and conservation imagine a world without wildlife."

mature and be "’up and out" betbre anycan go hand in hand, saying
work is done in the fields, that it’s been "provett time

In addition to these activities,and againthattheycanbe
.\IcGeo.~hegan also floods his fields incompatible."
the ~vmter to provide habitat for wa-
terto~l along their migration route, dition." McGeoghegan does all this
.More and more Ihrmers are floodingbecause, he explains. "’we’re trying
their field.,, in order to comply with to propagate healthy and sustainableburning restrictions, a move that is aid-populations" of wildlife. He feels
in.g wildlife. According to McGeoghe- strongly that leaving nests and feeding,,an seein, the increasing numbers= " ~ habitat undisturbed increases the sur-of wildlife coming to their farms caus- vival rates of eggs and chicks signifi-
e,, farmers to "approach that [regula-cantle.
tion] with a little more enthusiasm."
and nov,’ more than 150.000 of theMcGeoghegan believes that agriculture
500.000 acres of rice land in theand conservation can go hand in hand.
Central Valley are being enhanced bysaying that it’s been "proven time and
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Managing for Wildlife
Proves Economically Sound
Along with managing the 850 acre Yoloat the low ends of fields to provide ad-
Vineyards. Tom Muller and his part-ditional cover. Muller also uses
hers fatal 6.000 acres of crops in 2bloIntegrated Pest Management (IPM,
count\, including tomatoes, bell pep-programs to reduce the need lbr spra.~- ,,,,pers. corn. cabba_oe, sunflowers, saf-in-,,. He m~vs his \,ine~ards rather than ,, .-,, -.
flower, wheat, and allhltb.. His farm is ’ ’.
home to many species of wildlife, andHowever, he’s finding that
much of what Muller does is aimed to-some of these actions, such as "~--.~, _ward enhancing their habitat. #towing rather than discing
Muller explains that he likes to havehis vineyards, are making eco-
nesting habitat on his farm. and he.
along with an increasing number ofnomic sense in the long run. Tom Muller.Yolo County
farmers in Calitbrnia. lets his ditchesAnd, says Muller, wildlife

wildlife] ourselves and be good ste,,v-and field lines be covered with grassynumbers are increasing, ards of the land it will all be mandat-vegetation rather than being clean- ’ ’ " ed... I don’t need a government agencythrmed. In th.ct. Muller even plants na-discing them. and does insectaq,, plant-to tell me what I need to do." Hetire grasses and trees in these areas and ings which, he ex- hopes that programs such as his will
plains, are plants that eventually be held up by the govern-
harbor beneficial in- ment as models for others to tbllm~

, sects, in implementing voluntary conserva-

’ All of these practices, ac- tion measures. Then. he says. "’maybe

cording to Muller. have the gea’ernment ,,,.’ill see that we’re trv-

been a learnin_,2 process, ing to do the right things, and support
our eflbrts. "He says it’s best to "’go sl~’~""

because implementing some
of these programs can be quite
expensive at first. Muller adds.
"’if you did everything at once

you’d go broke.’"

However, he’s finding that some
of these actions, such as mowing

rather than discing his vineyards, are
making economic sense in the long

run. And. says Muller.
wildlife numbers are in-
creasing.

Commenting on voluntary actions
versus government mandates. Muller
says. "if we don’t start [protecting
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Love For The Land Inspires
Forester’s Wildlife Commitment __: ....

Larry Hvder owns and manages sex-volved in is maimaining and creating
eral stands of Christmas trees and tim-stream habitat tbr fish. He comments
bet land in El Dorado countx. He also on the fact that fish need to have deep "’ -
operates a catch and release i’l.v fishingpools to sta\ cool. as well as the more "e-~2-, "’,5- ---
program. His properb is home to shalloxv gravel bars to spawn. He con ...., ---,,. -,:,,
man,, specie.,, of vdtdlife includin,, deer. tinuouslv cleans the trash and debris
bears, mountain tionb, foxe~, coyotes, from his streams and hauls in gravel to ~.~--<.,_.___
racoonb, rabbitb, turkev~, and trout, make sure that there are enough pools "------,
Hvder ha,,, worked extensively on and spawning beds for the fish. espe-
stream improvement on his home prop-cialh’ after large storms and floods. "
ertv as well as several other streams onwhich can cause considerable damage /----
separate lands. He says that it’s "’funto the streams. He is motivated to do Larry Hyder. El Dorado County
to sho,a our place as an example ofthese things because, he says. "’we love
what can be done.’" He adds that "’we the land - we love the land and theHe explains that his motto includes
have a motto that we’ve alv,~avs had andstreams and ever.vthing that lives here."people as well. He wants to leave
ahvavs will have as long as the good things better for his children, for his
Lord gives us the opportunity to man- "People have no idea what neighbors, and for anyone else who is
age these things: leave it better than[ranchers] go through., what

touched by his efforts. Says Hvder.
you found it." ..... it’s a philosophy- it’s a way of life."

the).’ do in their every&3’
This motto carries through to Hvder’s lives.., to protect wildlife." Hvder is concerned that often, well
evervda\ management practices. He meaning restrictions can get in the way
does prescribed burns to help clean out of peoples eflbrts to help wildlife by
and revixe the land. He explains thatHvder is disappointed that "’the world causing unnecessary headaches, wait-
the.,,e burns allmv Ibr the old. woody does not understand how people fall ining periods, and paperwork. Says
vegetauon to be cleaned out encour-love with the land.’" When people who Hvder. "’regulations are a curse to the
a,,in,, ne\~. tender ve£,_etation and wild- are unfamiliar with his eflbrts to help people who genuinely’ want to help.’"
flm~er~, to grm~ in. They also serve wildlife question his motivations, heHe thinks that voluntary actions are the
to bum out old. diseased stumps. This says. "’that hurts me more than any-best way to approach helping wildlife.
keep, di.,,ea.,,e and fungus from spread-thing.’" He adds that. "’people have no "People don’t want to be told what
ine. as well as providing ne,x bur- idea what [ranchers] go through.., whatdo... that’s the key to it - you have to
r,~ ,, tbr frog.,,, lizards, and snakes. He they do in their everyday lives.., to pro- do it because you want to do it. "
al,,o .,,a\s that as leaves, needles, andtect wildlife." Wildlife populations in
~,oil eventualh fill up the holes left byhis area have been increasing "’unbe-

Hvder fears that he may sound "old

the burned out stumps, "the finest lievably." says Hyder. This is no doubt lb.shioned" when he talks about his de-

growing medium in the world" is cre- due in large part to the efforts of Hvder sire to learn about God’s creation and

ated. The fires, of course, also helpand others to build and maintain"’why it was so beautiful and why it was
so good." Hyder simply wants to keeprecycle nutrients back into the soil. wildlife habitat. He enjoys having oth-
this process going as he continues inAccording to Hvder. "’prescribed bum- er people come enjoy the wildlife on
his efforts to protect and promotein,, is the key.. it’s one of the most ira- his property, and each year a group~ " " wildlife.portant things lbr wildlife. " of physically challenged kids come out

and spend the day fishing on his ranch.
Another thing that Hvder is heavily in-
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Farm Helps Community
Preserve Wildlife

Charley Mathews was one of the firstcemed at first about the risk of disease.    , ....~_.
people to pioneer the use of rice milershe hasn’t burned any of his fields in
on his Yuba county farm .just northeast seven years, and reports that there have ~ ~ .-"]’. -- -.,
of Marvsville. The farm. which was been no problems associated with the
bought by Mathew~" great-grandtiatherflooding since that time. Mathews" ,, ,-,. -.,
in 1860. is located in an area known asneighbors are involved in similar e!’-

- ,,, . ..___a,,,.

District 10. a region noted tbr its wa-
tertbwl populations. The rice roller is The people in his communin’.
used on the operation to incorporate "
rice straw into the soil after harvest,according to Mathews, recent-
allowing for easier breakdown andly came together to build an
helping to establish artificial wetlands" egg hatcher3; putting up the Charley Mathews.Yuba County
tbr migrating watertbwl. Some of the
70 different species that frequentmoney themselves. Mathews

he has seen species of birds that he’d
Mathews" ranch include great blueand his neighbors now con- never seen there before, such as gold-
herons, egrets, ducks, geese, shore-duct "egg rescues" in their en and bald eagles. He also believes
birds, and even bald and golden eagles,fields before harvesting them, that the populations of some of the

more uncommon species includingMathews floods his rice fields after har- saving, hatching, and releas- egrets and herons are growing as well.vest around the first of October. and he ing 25,000 to 30,000 birdsleaves the water on until early March. Mathews likes to take people tbr bus
allowing adequate time for the later-each vearfor the lastfive tours on the tiarm so that the.’,’ too have
migrating species to stop and find restyears, an opportunity to en.ioy the wildlife that
and feed on the farm. Flooding the ...... makes it their home. Says Mathews.
fiel& also encourages populations offorts and he adds that both he and his"I’m interested in wildlife and it’s part
invertebrate species that provide aneighbors are able to do it without gov- of our stewardship of the land to make
source or protein for the migrating ernment assistance, it better than we tbund it.’"
bird.,,. Although Mathews was con-

The people in his communit,,’, accord-
-.’:.    -"~- ing to Mathews. recently came togeth-

:~" er to build an egg hatchery, putting up
the money themselves. Mathews and
his neighbors now conduct "’egg res-
cues" in their fields be/bre harvesting
them. saving, hatching, and releasing
25.000 to 30.000 birds each year for
the last five years. These efforts are
having an effect on wildlife popula-
tions. Mathews. who has hunted in the
area tbr 55 vears, or "since my dad
used to carry me out on his shoulders.’"~̄ "’- " comments that in the last I0 to 15 years
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Tradition of Wildlife Preservation
Includes Responsible Management --

Philoand Gloria Barnwell and their encourage wildlife even around their%,~-,.-_-"2.-- .’,

ti~mil\ are continuing a II 5-year tradi- home. where they’ve hung wood duck "~-" -
tion on their 9.000 acre cattle and tin>nesting boxes and the deer have been ~’2V~--’ - ’~" "
ber operation 35 miles east of Fortuna.known to eat roses off the front porch, kQ>2:.,. ~--" ~
in Humboldt count\. While 6.500 to ., "-,. -
7.000 acre.,, of the property have been"’We are thankful to live in an area " ’- "

where thino_s naturally flourish.’" says          "’-
de\’owd to timber Dr the last 50 years.           ~                                 ,.-.~<,_..~
the Barnwell tamilv continues to raise Barnwell. and "we take care of whatwe have.’" "--~,, _ ~ ~-

"We are thankful to live in an The property includes a high cave that
serves as a popular nesting site tbr "---------"~--"

area where things naturally peregrine falcons, a species listed un- Philo and Gloria Barnwell.
flourish," says Barnwell, and der the Endangered Species Act. The Humboldt County
"we lake care of what we Barnwells have been a bit frustratedincentive program. Barnwell replied.
have. " with the actions of governmental agen-"We’re [already] doing all we can.

cies concerning that cave. According She comments that. "’some of the
to Barnwel!. the government promised est practice rules inhibit and discour-

c~ra,s and calve.,, on the remaining 2.000them they would only impose "mini- age wildlife habitat enhancement." and
to 2.500 acres of open country. The mum" restrictions on their lo,.qLz, in,,q ac- her family is discouraged by the in-
entire sustainable operation provides atMt\: but what happened in re~a"]it\7 was ,
home to lar,,e numbers of diversea six month. $250.000 setback to their"They aren’t doing goodspecie, ol \~ ildlitc, including golden operation, Spotted owl regulations cost
ea,_’k’,, peregrine falcon,~, turkeys, them an additional 5250.000. and stillenough a job themselves to
~sprc.~,. km,_,Iisher,,,, hawks, vallevand the owl commands 72 acres andtell us what to do."
mountain quail, grouse, wood ducks. $200.000 of timber on one harvest ,
pileated ~oodpecker.s. deer. bears, cox.-plan. This intrusion frustrates them.creasing levels of regulation and taxes.,,to,. mountain hon.s, bobcats, racoons, because they have been responsibly log-She believes that a tax break would help,,t~mrrel,. tree \ole.,,. and salamanders,ging their property for \,ears. and them repair stream.,, damaged by the
T., help promote the populations of wildlife populations, including pete- recent floods and. referring to the
,,ud} \~ ildhlc o~ the property, and par- grine fialcons, are flourishing. Bamwellrising taxes and regulations she adds,
t~,.ttlar}~ tn the timber areas, thesums it up by saying. "I don’t think the "’we need some incentives because it’s
B,~ rn\~ cil, practice vet\ careful bar- federal government is taking care of thegetting bad- it’s hard to pay everyone.’"
\c,t~n,_, and maintenance techniques,federal land, Our example is better

than their example. They aren’t doingF,,r c\ample, the’,’ will not harvest ar-
ea, that arc used ibr nesting during thegood enough a job themselves to tell

nc,,ting season: and while clearingus what to do."
bru.,h and maintaining the property, at-Wildlife. to the Barnwells, is consid-
ca, used for nesting are avoided andered a part of the ranch, and. "we do
left undisturbed. Says Mrs. Barnwell. what we are allowed to enhance
"’\~e tr\ to log carefully so that wildlife wildlife habitat.’" When asked what
isn’t hurt or damaged.’" The Bamwellsthey could do for wildlife given an
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Southern California Rancher
Provides Refuge for Wildlife

William Tulloch and his wife have the mountain lion population be- ~~
operated a cattle ranch in easterncause of their significant effect, es-
San Diego county for most of their pecially recently, on the deer popu .....
live~, and accord]n2 to Tulloch. his lation. However. he savs that he’s ’" ,.
wife’s family has been in the busi-only able to get depredation permits \ ,-,,\ -~ness for over 100 years. The man-to trap them if one is found killin~ ",- .
agement of the ranch reflects thea calf. This is frustrating because
Tulloch’s desire to see wildlife pros- according to Tulloch. "the deer pop- "-------, ;
per there, and they believe that mostulation has really suffered. "
of the ranchers in their area feel the
same way doing what they can toTulloch believes that larger parcels

leave wildlife undisturbed. Some ofof land like his provide a "refuge"
the species that they see on the ranchfor wildlife. He has seen the pres- William Tulloch, San Diego County
include bobcats, coyotes, mountainsures that the general public puts on
lions, badgers, ground squirrels, the wildlife habitat on public lands "crutch" to control private land. He

possums, deer. quail, doves, road-and state and national parks, and he
will continue in his voluntary eflbrts

says the wildlife has to either "’moveto promote wildlife on his ranch.

or die out." Farms and ranches pro- simply because he likes to see
wildlife. He acknowledges that.Farms and ranches provide vide habitat/’or displaced animals,

habitat for displaced animals, says Tulloch. "we enjoy having them ’Tin just a rancher, but farmers and

says Tulloch, "we enjoy hay- around. They’re part of the naturalranchers are the original environ-
scheme of things.’" He is discour- mentalists.’"

ing them around. They. ’re aged by the management of public
part of the natural scheme of lands, especially’ in his area, corn-
things." menting that "’the quality of the pub-

lic lands has deteriorated drastica!-
runner,~, and golden eagles."’
\Voodpeckers and starlings use theHe would like to do more to
Tulloch’s yard to nest in. control the mountain lion
Tulloch uses prescribed burns to population because of their
keep the land open and to allow newsignificant effect, especially
,_’ra,~.~ to grov,, which benefits not recently, on the deer popula-only the cattle but the wildlife pop-
ulations as well. He also keeps histion.
windmills running on sections of
land that have already been grazed,ly in the last 40 years or so." He
He says "I do this mainly for the believes that this is due to the "no-
wildlife.’" allowing for a constant burn policies" and other similar
supply’ of water for the animals af-management practices.
ter the natural springs have dried up.
He would like to do more to control Tulloch is opposed to the use of fed-

eral mandates, believing them to be
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Farm Servesas a Community
Leader in Wildlife Preservation

Lundberg Family Farms. located involved in gathering duck and pheasant
Butte county near Richvate. consists ofe,,,,s from fields durin2 harvest. ’-
3.150 acres of prime rice land. It i.~According to Brewster. each equipment
also home to literally hundreds ofoperator is instructed to ~ather e.o_,,s
species of wildlife including duck~, from any nests that might be in their --..
pheasant, geese, bald eagles, hawk~,path. Over the years, approximately
coyotes, tbxes, herons, egrets, stilts.30.000 eggs have been collected from
seagulls, and cranes. LundbeN Familythe farm and hatched in incubators.
Farms is well known in the area for theIn fact. several of Lundberg Famil\’ ~’~importance the5’ place upon preserving
wildlife, and as Gordon Brewster. ViceFarm’s neighbors are involved in that ~.._._--~

President of Production. explains,program and use their incubator to
"’we’ve really taken interest and an-hatch the eggs found on their own Gordon Brewster, Butte County

joy doing it. and don’t mind putting ex-farms. This. of course, is a great ex-tion as l’hr as promoting and caring tbr
tra resources and manpower into it."ample of the agriculture communit\’wildlife." And that’s just what it

coming togetherinsupportofwildlife, comes down to for f,~rmers likeUpveards of 2.500 acres of the farm are
planted into rice each 5’ear and of that.About his voluntary efforts to help pro-Brewster. who sums it up by saying.

1.200 acres are devoted to growing or-mote and preserve wildlife Brewster"’we do ever.vthing we can to protect
says. "’we’re doing...eve .rything that wethem. ""

In fact, several of Lundberg can." and "’we’d be more than willing
to cooperate with Fish and Game if

Family Farltt’s neighbors are they asked us to. We’re always open
invoh, ed in that program and for suggestions. We encourage and

use their incubator to hatch would be happy to discuss any addi-
tional efforts we could [do] to aid the

the eggs found Otl their own survival of watertbwl and wildlife...
farms. This, of course, is a we’d be happy to do it.’"

great example of the agricul- When asked about his views on volun-
ture communiO’ coming to- tarv efl-brts to preserve wildlife versus
gather in support of wildlife, government mandates Brewster an-

swered. "I’m not too much in sup-
port of federal mandates.’" He believes

ganic rice. This is an important mar-that "’some bureaucrat makes these de-
ketin,g strategy for the farm. but ac-cisions and they don’t even know what
cordin,,= to Brewster. "up to this pointwe’re dealing with... I’d like to see that
we haven’t really observed too muchlimited." But so far. he added, his area
of a difference" between the areas thathasn’t been too heavily impacted by
are thrmed organically and those thatsuch mandates as of yet.
are farmed traditionally as far as at-

As for now. Brewster thinks that. "mosttracting and harboring wildlife goes.
rice farmers are willing to volunteer

Lundberg Family Farms is actively in- anything that’s brought to their atten-
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Turning a Christmas Tree
Farm into a Wildlife Refuge
Craig_ Ferrari purchased several acreshe hunts to control. "’nothin~ ~ets hunt-"-~’-" "- -"
north of Auburn in Nevada county ] 8ed" on his propem noxv. "’except with - ’-" -
\’ears ago. and uses it to grow retai!,a camera. Says Ferrari. "Tm doing
wholesale, and choose & cut Christmasthis for the love of wildlife.’" ,..
trees although he confesses that his first

In addition to these eflbrts. Ferrari cre-love is wildlife. After buvin_q the prop-
ares brush piles to provide cover forerr\, the first thing he did was build a
birds, and maintains wetland, nestino..small, one-acre pond right in the cen- ~
andbroodareas.Healsoplantscloverter of it. explaining. "’as they say. you ~-,.--

build it. they’ll come.’" He’s also in- in his tree plots to help control erosion

volved in several other prqiects to at-and recycle nitrogen back into the soil.

tract wildlife to his farm. All of these eftbrts are voluntary, and
Ferrari and his wife. Leslie. suppl.,,’ all Craig Ferrari, Nevada County

Working with the Calitbmia Watertbwl of the labor and resources to make it
ernment] comes in and dictates that.Association and Cornell University. happen. Althou.,ah expensive, he re- .vou can t farm this anymore.’" Savs

Ferrari has installed 120 nesting box-ports that "’it’s been worth it. although
i::errari. "the,,’ shouldn’t be able to dic-es on his small &rm tbr grey squirrels. "’it doesn’t happen overnight."

bat~. wood ducks, barn and screech
~ rate how you run your fiarm.’"

Ferrari is also involved in a 320 acreowls. western bluebirds, and sparrow
project near Woodland. where he andhawks. He says that one out of ever.’,

ten Christmas trees has a songbird nest
in it. and 500 wood ducks and 120On his farm, says Ferrari,
Canada geese are raised on the farm"everything’s been designed
each year. Some of the other species ofaround [wildlife]."wildlife on the property include quail.
turke\.,,, deer. coyotes, bobcats, and    ’

the landowner, working closely withcougar.,,,
several government agencies, would

On hi.,; lhma. sa\’s Ferrari. "’eve .rything’slike to turn the farm into a permanent
been designed around [wildlife}." wildlife refuge. But. according to

Ferrari. the,, are often hesitant to takeEach year Ferrari plants "food plots"action and risk losing the right to farmconsisting of wheat, barley, vetch, rye.the property in the future. For exam-
and pea.,, tbr his birds. According to
Ferrari. "the tbod plots keep the ant-pie. Ferrari would like to flood an area

to create a pond tbr wildlife, but hereals close.’" giving them a "safe placeis afraid to keep it flooded for over fivet~ raise their young.’" Ferrari him-years. After five years, the government~,elt" ,,,,’as raised in the city and he sayswill take away the fight to farm it again..qmpl3. "’I didn’t like it there." An avidsaying that the area was now consid-
hunter, he enjoyed seeing wildlife dur- ereda permanent wetland. A con-in,, the huntin.~ season, and he "want-~ ~ cerned Ferrari comments. "that’s noted to see it year-round." With the something I agree with when we’re
exception of the deer population which working to improve things and [the gcrv-
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Wildlife Commitment Inspired
F G tiby uture enera ons

Don Brazil owns a 460 acre hay andas they graze their cattle under a man-
cattle operation just outside of Fortagement plan that is designed to pro-2::~’--v               -
Jones in Siskivou count\. He boughtmote the health of the land. Riparian
the ranch in 1970 and since that timezones are fenced and grazed sepa-
has made major eftbrts to improverarely from the pastures to ensure the
wildlife habitat, particularly along thestability of the river banks. Each year
one mile stretch of the Scott River thatthe Calitbrnia Department of Fish and
runs through his property. When he Game does a fish count up in the Scott
bought the ranch. Brazil recalls, it hadValley. and Brazil is proud of the fact
"’no habitat at all." because each yearthat over the last 10 to 12 years his "~
the river would come up and wash awaystretch of the river has had among
the rich soil along its banks, leavingthe highest counts. Don Brazil, $iskiyou County
the bare gravel underneath it exposed.All of the actions Brazil has taken toBrazil began rip-rapping and planting

help wildlife and habitat have been vol-
grandkids.., it’s just part of good stev,-

the banks of the river in an effort to ardship. I believe." He thinks that
keep the soil in place. Although at first untary. He believes that. "the only waymost farmers and ranchers feel the
he worked with federal agencies, he" same way. and he says that. "you don’t
quickly grew tired of the "headaches Instead, Brazil relies on want to pass on a headache - I’d sure
and paperwork’" that were involved. "common sense and current like to pass on something better than
He and his wife decided to do it them- agricultural technology" to found it.
selves from then on. and using their
own resources they have been able toenhance wildlife habitat on
"’get the job done. :" his ranch.
Toda\. sa~.~ Brazil. the river is "’noth-
ing but habitat." with golden willows you’ll get anything done today is
reachin=o out 25 feet over the water,through voluntary, action." He also be-
"’Back in the 70"s we didn’t even have lieves that. "’in this area government
a rabbit here.’" says Brazil. but themandates aren’t going to work. We
ranch is now home to bears, mountaindon’t want the government trespassing
lion~, salmon, deer. geese, ducks, andon our property.., we don’t want the
man\ other species of wildlife. They’ll government telling us what to do."
.,,ec thousands of the geese in the win-Instead. Brazil relies on "’common
ter. and 200 to 300 even stay in the val-sense and current agricultural tech-
le~ during the summer. Many of themnology" to enhance wildlife habitat on
take advantage of the two ponds thathis ranch. He explains that. "farmers
are tbund on the ranch. The Brazilsare a different breed - they don’t want
don’t allow hunting or fishing on the anyone telling them what to do. espe-
ranch, ciallv when they’re paying the bill."

The Brazils use pivot irrigation, which The Brazils are motivated to preserve
conserves water and energ.y, and theythe health of their ranch by the desire
are careful not to disturb nesting sitesto "pass this land on to the kids and
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Management Decisions Reflect
Commitment to Stewardship

Nathan Carver is a fifth generationtake care of it." He believes that if the
rancher on a Kern county ranch thatgovernment and environmental groups
was started in the 1870"s. He runs 300"true motivation" was to preserve
cows on his cow/calf operation north- wildlife, they would work with farm-
east of Bakersfield. The land is fair-ers and ranchers rather than against \,
tv arid with no perennial streams andthem. As for endangered species. ,,,,
just a few springs for the cattle, but stillCarver remarks that. "if you have them
the ranch is home to man)’ species ofon vour land vou’re punished for it. ~
wildlife, including deer. turkeys, quail. He believes that this harms such ~.,~----------
skunks, racoons, possums, bobcats, species, because farmers and ranchers
squirrels, and coyotes, are "no longer motivated to have them" -------~-~

on their land. Too often the philoso- Nathan Carver. Kern CountyAs Carver puts it. land that is managedphy. as he puts it, is "if you don’t haveproperly for cows will naturally be some of these critters they’ll lookthat when grass is grazed properl.~managed properly for wildlife as well. somewhere else and leave vou alone."brush is kept down and good species
The Carvers work closely with the He comments that ranchers are often ’
Department of Fish and Game to helppunished for good stewardship rather He believes that, for farmers

than rewarded, and ranchers, "there’s a love
As Carver puts it, land that is Carver cites benefits of properly man- and a pride and a care for the
managed properly for cows aged land. referring to his use of pub- land we have that a govern-lic lands, which make up a part of hiswill naturally be managed operation. He feels that there are fourment ageno’ will never have."
properly for wildlife as well. key benefits: stewardship, or the tact

that he takes care of public lands as ifof grass are allowed to flourish: and a

they were his - he wants his childrenbuffer zone between public lands and
keep predator populations down in or- urban development. In order to keep
tier to keep other populations, like "If you have them (endan- his lease to graze cows on public lands.
deer. up. Carver also savs that they are Carver must own land of his own. This
i.~olated enough to be able to watchgered species) on your land privately owned land provides a buffer
carefully tbr poachers. He believes,you’re punished for it." He between urban development and pub-
though, that "’out in the rural areas manbelieves that this harms such lic lands, which keeps wildlife from
really has a pretty small effect on being pushed that much farther away
wildlife." He explains that in urbanspecies, because farmers and in their efforts to avoid development.
areas wildlife comes under pressureranchers are "no longer moti-

According to Carver, "’the good offrom development and on federal lands rated to have them" on their the species is our main goal." For hiswildlife is pressured by recreation, but land. family, there is pride in owning landin rural areas wildlife is pressured by
"’natural forces" such as disease and that is home to wildlife. He believes

to be able to ranch there, too: fire pro- that, for farmers and ranchers. "there’sdrought, tection, the idea that grazing cattle ona love and a pride and a care for the
"The key word is stewardship." says public lands keeps brush down and theland we have that a government agency
Carver. "God has given us this land to risk of fire low: biodiversity, the factwill never have."
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ConsidersFifth Generation Farmer ,

Benefits of Helping Wildlife
Charlie Rominger’s family has beenflood their rice fields to decompose the --, _,
farming in Yolo county for five gen- stubble in the winter, again providing
emtions, or since his great-great grand-habitat for waterfowl. ~ - ~ "-,
father came to California. Rominger /,,,,- ,_2, "\
still farms with his family on land that These practices have led to increas- .,.,. -,.,, ~"5 ""-..
was purchased by his grandfather in theing numbers of wildlife. Savs
1930"s. To,.qether they farm about Romin~,er. "’we never used to see geese

4.000 acres of com. tomatoes, alfalfa, around here.., now we see them almost
wheat, sunflowers, safflowers, beans,vear-round." Other populations are

and rice. but their farm is also homeincreasing as well. and according to
Rominger. "we see ducks by the hun-

to wildlife including ducks, geese, dreds where as before you’d see a duckpheasants, turkeys, doves, deer, coy- Charlie Rominger,¥oio County
ores. muskrats, foxes, hawks, and owls. in an irrigation ditch every once in a

Many of the things that thev do on while." In some cases the Romingersthe ponds they would like. and contin-
the farm. according to Rominger, ben- used cost-share programs to developue developing other programs such as
efits not only their agricultural opera- their ponds, but for the most part the use of beneficial insects and silt
tion but the health of their land andthev’ve done it on their own. Romi~er
wildlife populations as well. explains. "even though [most cost-sharetotrapS’be tremendousBUt" he explainS.monev"there’SsavingsgOingover

the years as we get these things imple-
Rominger stresses the fact that wildlife Wildlife benefit from responsi- mented.
benefits from responsible farming prac- ble farming practices, even iftice,~, even it" no projects are imple- All of the work the Romingers do to
mented .~olelx for wildlife. The noprojects are implemented benefit wildlife is done on a voluntarv
Romin~ers are involved in several pro- solely for wildlife, basis, and as for his views on govern-
ect., that help with flood and erosion ment mandates Rominger believes vol-

control, groundwater recharge, and de-programs] try, to be user-friendly, most untarv efforts are the way to go. When
composing rice stubble. These samefarmers would rather not have to both- the government mandates certain ac-
pmiects also happen to benefit wildlife er with the paper work.’" tions, what often happens is that they
tremendou.~l~. For example, the slam down a law.., and make enemies."
Rt~mingers have been involved in ef-Rominger mentions other hindrancesHe believes that "incentive programs
lovt~, to plant roadways and ditch banks to such projects as the need to obtainare probably some of the best money

permits for "’everything.’" He recalls the government spends.’"~ ith perennial grasses. These grasses
pr~vide excellent cover for wildlife that in one application process they

while greatly aiding in erosion control,were told that they’d have to wait sixRominger says that he enjoys seeing the
Thex have also put in around 15 to 20months when it actually turned out tonumbers of wildlife coming to the
lbothill ponds on the farm. starting with be two and a half years. Thefarm. and he is excited about the way

the first ones put in by his uncle whenRomingers put in ponds at the rate of "everything works together" as his fam-

Rominger was "a little kid." These one to two per year. not including those ily implements and carries out pro-
ponds not only provide flood control they put in for neighbors. Nonetheless.grams to benefit the operation, wildlife,

- implementing these projects takes time,and the environment. As he puts it,and groundwater recharge, but nesting
labor, and equipment. Says Rominger, "the more tie-ins, the more benefits, itand feeding habitat for various species
"it’ll take us another 20 years" to plantjust keeps snowballing."of watertbwl as well. The Romingers all the grass strips they want, put in all
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Positive Efforts Guide
This Ranch’s Operation

Herb lasper’s hay and cattle ranch isversions, and is planni~ to install one
~--located just south of the Oregon bor- in the near future that will present "no

der in Modoc count\. It includes sec- obstacle at all’" to the fish, as it diverts
tions of Lassen and Willow Creeks. water from a deeper level in the creek ~,,~’,_~___, -,,\,
which feed into the nearby Gooseand leaves the surthce undisturbed. He \ ’,-,,,.~ ",,~
Lake. Jasper says that he tries to makehopes that his eftbrts will "preempt any
management decisions that will bene-regulations coming down the pike"
fit and improve all aspects of his ranch,concerning the red band trout.
including wildlife. He refers to this In addition to the work Jasper has done ~~~--~philosophy as "total resource manage-
ment." The ranch is home to popu- and is doing in the streams themselves,

lations of mule deer. antelope, elk,he has fenced off two miles of ripari-
an zones which he uses as a "man- Herb Jasper, Modoc County

geese, ducks, pheasants, quail, and at
least eight species of fish. Predatoragement tool" in his ranching opera-
populations, includin~ mountain li- tion. He grazes his cattle in the areas"we’ve got to take care of the land...

for short periods of time. allowing if we don’t take care of it we’ll lose it."
ons and coyotes, are also large,

for new growth, and he has put in wa- "Sometimes." says Jasper, ~we don’t
Jasper is involved in several efforts totering tanks for his cattle, blow our own horn enough" about the
help wildlife on his ranch and in his

These areas also contain nesting sitesgood things ranchers are doing to help
community. He is currently serving wildlife. He is concerned that such
on a committee that is designed to dealIbr geese and Jasper says that he’s tried

~ to make the fencing itself "friendl\’ voluntary efforts are not receiving
, adequate attention, and "that’s one ofto deer and antelope" b.v putting the major emphasis that we continue"If we take care of ourselves smooth wires along the tops to keep

to put tbrward.., we accomplish moreattd our land maybe in the fu- them from getting hung up if they try
through a voluntary effort than a

ture there won’t be so much to jump them. Surprisingly. though.
,, antelope are more likely to crawl be-mandatory effort." He says, "I don’t

pressure as far as regulationsneath the fences than jump them likethink I’m much different than the ma-

are concerned, the deer do. so Jasper has actuallyjority of ranchers in this area.’" Jasper

,, raised the level of the lower wires toand his fellow ranchers are motivated
to help wildlife simply because "they

\~ith management decisions concern-allow for easier access,
enjoy being in the outdoors and seeing

ing the thriving population of elk in the Because of his efforts and those of oth- wildlife in the outdoors.
area. He is also involved in efforts to er ranchers in the area, Jasper is re-
protect the red band trout, a speciesporting "exploding" populations of red
that has been proposed for listing un-band trout and other species of wildlife.
der the Endangered Species Act. Because of these types of success sto-
With the help of Fish and Game he is ties, Jasper hopes that. "if we take care
establishing vegetation along the banksof ourselves and our land maybe in the
of both creeks, and he is using rock future there won’t be so much pres-
wings to control erosion and provide sure" as far as regulations are con-

pools for the trout. Along with these cemed. Jasper wants to pass his ranch
efforts he has put in "fish-friendly’~ di- on to his children, but he knows that.
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Cooperative Efforts
Pay Off For Wildlife

The 17,500 acre Conawav Ranch, 1o-Unlimited. Fish and Game. U.C.
cared between Davis and WoodlandDavis, and the Fish and Wildlife
in Yolo count\: is actually farmed by Service. These agencies and individ-
about 25 different farmers. Local uals. through cooperation and a will-

~"~-,-~__
\-,,,\

farmers lease the land for crops in-ingness to try new things, have pro- \ ~ ’ , " .\
cluding rice. corn. tomatoes, alfalfa, vided a refuge for countless species of "-- -
safflower, and sugar beets. Thewildlife. ~"~ ~--,~
Conawav Ranch itself was bought nine
years ago by PG&E Properties ( notFrom the start, the Conawav Ranch did

Pacific Gas and Electric. as many peo-away with "clean farming." says Hall.
allowing vegetation to closely hedge inple think), and their partners.

According to Wildlife Manager Mike roads and field edges. The ditches and
canals are also thick with vegetation, tdik~ Hall, Conaway Ranch

Hall. "’nine years ago there wasn’t a
blade of grass here.’" PG&E PropertiesIf the vegetation becomes too dense,field surrounded by larger fields of al-
and their partners decided to make aimpeding water movement, only onefalfa that has 108 nests ~n it. Many of
concerted effort to restore wildlife habi- side of the ditch will be cleaned at athese nests were established by hens
tat and populations, and over the lasttime. ensuring that there will be con-

nine years thev have achieved some in-tinuous cover for wildlife. Allowing
These nesting fields provide

credible successes. Hall is very proudthis cover to grow, remarks Hall. cre-

of the progress that has been made. ares "incredible corridors for pheas- immediate alternative sites for
ant, cottontails." and other species,hens looking to relocate their

From the roadways and ditch banksBirds and small animals can be seennests when tho,’ve been dis-to the nesting fields and tree lines ofdiving into the vegetation on the road-
native oaks. almost every square inchsides as vehicles pass, while broods ofturbed by normal farming ac-

waterfowl including wood ducks, taketivities.
From the roadways and ditch cover in the reeds and cattails growing

banks to the nesting fields and in the waterways, that had actually nested in that same

tree lines of native oaks, al- Hall comments that fallowed fields arefield for each of the past three years,

most even’ square inch of the typically disced up and cleaned re-showing that wildlife continues to come
" gardless of whether or not any cropsback to the Conaway Ranch, and often

ranch is a paradise for will be put in. This is not done on theto the exact field.
wildlife. Conaway Ranch, where fallowed fields"Hen-flushing" and egg rescue activ-

are left completely undisturbed in or- ities are also common during harvest
of the ranch is a paradise for wildlife,der to provide secure nesting habitat,on the property, says Hall, who de-
What is especially significant about thisFallowed fields are often left in the mid- scribes a device that they provide to
particular ranch’s efforts is the fact thatdie of large areas of alfalfa, rice, andeach of the farmers on the ranch that
it involves the cooperation of some 25other crops to provide nesting cover,is used to scare, or "flush" hens from
individual farmers, the ConawayThese nesting fields provide immedi-their nests before the equipment reach-
landowners, and agencies such asate alternative sites for hens looking toes them. It is comprised of bars, hung
California Waterfowl Association, relocate their nests when they’ve beenwith bells, that reach out 14 feet in
Wildlife Conservation Board. Ducks disturbed by normal farming activities, front of the harvesters and swathers.Hall describes one small, triangular
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Thi.~ create.~ enough noise and dlstmc-their voun,.z through the months ofagency workers like Dan Loughman oI
tion to scare awax the hen.~, who in-April to August. Several other ponds the Calit0rnia Waterfo\vl Association.
stinctivel\ do not want to leave their are located throughout the ranch on ar-who with his dog. Taxi. check.,, on the
nests. This keeps the hens from beingeas of poorer soil. The areas are flood- nesting fieldb. It ~s obvious that the e~:
injured or killed by swather blades and ed and dense vegetation is encouragedforts to promote wildlife, maintain 500
other harvesting equipment. In addi-to grow around the edges to provideacres of brood ponds, and provide
tion. once a nest has been located us-cover tbr black-necked stilts, egrets. 2.000 acre., or nestine cover on the

’ ’ ducks, and other species of shorebirdsConawa\ Ranch are cooperame, and
The areas areflooded and and waterfowl. Some of the ponds areHall adds that the sentiment of the

actually flooded year-round to provide farmers on the Conawav is that. "’farm-dense vegetation is encour-
brood pond habitat during e\’erx’ month ing might as well benefit wildlife"

aged to grow around the edges of the \’ear. These ponds are sur-rather than harm it.
to provide cover for black- rounded by nesting fields and teem with

"I just like wildlife.’" sa\s Hall. it’s ira-
necked stilts, egrets, ducks, wildlife. Alon~ with the brood ponds.~ portanr to "’be good stewards of theHall indicates that 3.000 to 6.000 acres
and other species of shore- of fields are flooded each winter for land... [most farmers] appreciate that
birds and waterfowl, mi_,,ratorv ~aterfowl. not everythings a dollar bill. "" Hall

~ - stresses the fact that most tiarmers have
In addition to all of these projects. Hall grown up on the land and have devel-ing these hen-flushing devices, the eggs
describes an area of wood duck nest-are gathered and taken to hatcheries

like Darvl Dalev’s in Live Oak. Here ing habitat along a canal lined with na-Hall stresses the fact that most
the e,,,~s are incubated and hatched,tire oaks. ~bod duck hens nest in thefarmers have growtt up on thece boxes set amon,a,, the trees, and theirand the chicks and ducklings are cared
for until they are mature enough toducklings take cover in reeds growing land and have developed a

be released, along the water’s edge. According tolove and appreciation for
Hall. approximately 50 wood duck wildlife. But, he cautions,The Conawav Ranch has implementednesting boxes have been established.

two cost-share projects with the On the other side of the road egrets canfarmers are not going to want
Calilbrnia Waterfowl Association and be seen to set aside areas and go out
the Department of Fish and Game. both t a k i n g of their way to help wildlife if
consisting of"brood ponds" that har- flight over
bor waterbirds and waterfowl as the rice fields, their land will be taken away

the\ raise and further into from them because of it.
the ranch a group of ’

pelicans inhabits the b\- oped a love and appreciation for
pass. Hall explains that wildlife. But. he cautions, farmers are

"’farmers... are the best steu- not going to want to set aside areas and
ards of the land there are." go out of their wav to help wildlife if

their land will be taken away from them
The Conawav Ranch works because of it. He says that there is a

cooperatively with its indi- real concern among farmers who wantvidual farmers as
? well as several

to help wildlife but who are afraid that,

’-~ - a~encies, and
because they’re providing habitat, they

~."~ .~u~ as H~II makes his risk having that land forced out of pro-

~.~, ~,~i~/,~ \ rounds he stops duction because of more stringent reg-

¢~~p/ ,4 £ ~ ~ to chat with
ulations regardi~ wildlife habitat, even

farmers and if that habitat was already being pro-
~ ..~.~..._.. vided by the farmer voluntarily.
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Hall has not had to deal with any man-gered species are afraid that the~ ..~
dates or excessive land-use restrictions"’could get nailed for a take [under
himself, but he is all too thmiliar with the Endangered Species Act]" of the
the problems that other members of thevery species they wanted to protect on
agriculture community are encounter-their farms. According to Hall, "farm-

ers have the mentality that this is my
Describing a fallowed nesting land. this is mv dad’s land. this is my

field b~.ond a series of rice grandpa’s land:’" and they want to man-
age it as they see fit. not according to

checks, Hall says, "that’s the well-meaning but often harmful reg-
kind of thing farmers aren’t ulations. Describing a fallowed
going to do if the), ’re worried nesting field beyond a series

about [excess regulation]." of rice checks. Hall says. "that’s
the kind of thing farmers aren’t going
to do if they’re worried about [excess

ing. His observations of such situa- regulation]."
tions have led him to warn that if the

Individuals like Hail and the --government comes into the picture say-
ing. "thanks a lot - you did something people he works with on the Conawaychildren, and by their own deep ap-
great for wildlife, now we’re going to Ranch. as well as corporations andpreciation for wildlife and the outdoors.

take it away." farmers would want to landowners such as PG&E Properties Thanks to their efforts, California re-
"disc up every ounce of land they haveand their partners are voluntarily help-mains a refuge for thousands of species

-thev can’t lose their land!" ing wildlife populations flourish on of wildlife, and they will continue in
California farms and ranches. Theythese efforts to see our wildlife popu-

Hall also understands that farmers who are motivated by a desire to leave thelations enjoy sustained success.
voluntarily provide habitat for endan- land better than they found it for their
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Veterinarian/Farmer Lives Out
His Appreciation for Wildlife ....
In 1974. veterinarian John Andersoncleaning water and stemming erosion.
purchased 50 acres of farmland in YoloThe plant roots serve as filters to clean -""
count)’ just north of Winters. Since that excess nitrogen and chemicals from the
time it "has developed into the 600 acrewater while also holding the soil in
Hed_,aerow Farms. where tomatoes,place. And. he adds. "once you es-
wheat, corn. safflower, and cotton aretablish good permanent vegetation...
grown in addition to 200 acres devot-you essentially eliminate weeds.’" This "- "-,
ed to more than 20 species of nativedecreases the need for herbicides used
grasses, sedges, and wildflowers forto keep "clean-farmed’" levees, ditch- ""~"x’-------~" ,’-’,7----------~
seed. The farm also includes over 100es. and roadways bare of vegetation.
acres of marginal soil that is now per-
manent wildlife habitat. He is a for-Wildlife species appreciate Anderson’s

mer director of the Yolo County efforts to establish what he refers to as dohnAnderson.¥oloCounty

Resource Conservation District. and"corridors of habitat." and over 100
different species can be found on thespecies on all of the non-farmed at-

.... eas of a farm" is Anderson’s main goal.farm. These include pheasant, quail,
and he reports that there are several"We wanted more game dove. turkeys, snakes, lizards, and ben-

species... [but] it’s become eficial insects. Says Anderson. "weagencies, such as the USDA’s Wildlife

very apparent to me that it’s have an extraordinary amount ofHabitat Incentives Program. the Fish
" and Wildlife Service’s Partners for

more than just game - it’s a wildlife.’" The farm is also home toWildlife Program. and the Sate Fish
valley longhorn elderberry beetles, aquality of life." federallv listed enda~ered species, butand Game’s Wildlife Conservation

.... Board. that provide incentives to help
"Establishing a diversity of native plantfarmers. Anderson hopes that his ef-

he works closely with the Natural forts will develop awareness of the ben-
Resource Conservation Service as well efits of native vegetation corridors as
to promote the use of native plants to well as the means through which they
create wildlife corridors and help con- can be established.
tro] erosion along ditch and canal
banks, roadwavs, field edges, and lev- Voluntary efforts are the most effec-
ees. tive ways to help wildlife. Anderson

believes, and he states that. "I think the
Anderson is well known throughout the whole program has to be voluntary in
state Ibr his efforts to establish what order for it to succeed." Recalls
he calls "’vegetative systems." He has Anderson. "We wanted more game
shown by example the beneficial effects species... [but] it’s become very ap-
of planting trees and native species in parent to me that it’s more than just
non-farmed areas, and especially along game - it’s a quality of life.
waterways. Anderson knows that agri-
culture is going to have to deal with
non-point source pollution, and vege-
tative systems along waterways have
proven "exceptionally effective" at
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With OthersWorking to
Re-establish Lost River Habitat
Scott Kemp and his father. Ronald Lower Owens River Project. an el-
Kemp. have been managing a cow/calffort to m-water the entire Lower Owens
operation on the Kemp Ranch in theRiver. Kemp explains that around 70
Owens Valley region since 1957.to 80~ of Los Angeles" drinking we- _
Along with a privately-owned piece in ter comes from the Owens Valle\’. The
the valley itself, the Kemps lease landKemps will be actively involved in con- ~
from both the City of Los Angeles and sultation on this project, helping agri-
the Bureau of Land Managementculture and the government work to- "-’----,,,~,. __,__~
(BLM) around the towns of Lone Pine gether toward a common goal- that of
and Independence. The Owens Riverpreserving the Owens River and the
runs through the Kemp Ranch, and thewildlife that make it their home.
operation is home to ducks, geese,When reflecting on voluntary preser- Scott Kemp, Inyo County
beavers, racoons, foxes, coyotes, moun-
tain lions, deer. and a population of 700vation efforts versus mandating re-

to 1.000 tule elk. a species that isquirements. Kemp comments. "Well.

unique to the area, according to Kemp.when you’re doing something volun-

Kemp and his father have worked withSays Kemp, "If you’re going
several local environmental groups, in-
cluding the Sierra Club. in managing¢o stay in business you’re got
their propert.v. Working with these to manage for everything [in-
groups and on their own. they havecluding wildlife]."
cleared and opened up several spaces ....
on the ranch, gotten water to new ar-
ea,~. and according to Kemp. they’vetarily, you’re doing it because it needs
also "’done quite a bit of restoration to be done." Although Kemp says that
~v~rk on mountain streams." Saysthey haven’t had to deal with any
Kemp. "’I1 youre going to stay in busi- "’ridiculous" mandates yet, he does not
nes, ’mu’ve got to manage for every-have a problem with mandates that
thing l including wildlife]." He has no- make sense. The problem is. he adds.
need the deer population, in particular,that the government simply does not
i, "’thrMng... mainly due to some of follow through when it comes to such
the management that is done.’" He alsothings. Says Kemp. "sometimes they’ll
report.,, that. "’there’s more waterfowl put in a fence but they’ll never main-
in the valley now than I can remem-tain a fence - and that’s the prob-
bet.’" This is mostly due to the ex- lem...sometimes it’s difficult to work
ceptionally wet year we’ve had, but itaround some of these agencies."
also reflects wise management by the
Kemp family and other area ranch-
er,~.

In addition to these projects, the Kemps
are involved as leaseholders in the
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Healthy Wildlife Populations
Goal of Farm and Hunt Club
Pat Collmer. a member of theitored by Collmer. "It’s something
California Waterfowl Association. that interests me." he says. Barn owls ~,---a.
manages the Aloha Farm Companyalso use the wood duck boxes and ~b~- ~\-’" -,
Duck Club iust north of Marvsville. Collmer notices that swallows build
in Yuba count\. The 450 acres aretheir nest., just beneath them.
owned by four members of the club. Collmer sees voluntary eflbrts to help > "-
which was established in the 1950"s.wildlife, like those on the Aloha Farm
While 210 acres are put into rice andCompany. as much more successful "------,
managed by a local farmer, about 248than federally mandated efforts, ex- "~’~
acres are set aside and managed asplaining that. "’if vou’re interested in
permanent wildlife habitat. Thisit vou’lt probably pay’ more attention ,-------/
area. according to Collmer. includesto it than if vou’re made to do it." Pat Collmer, Yuba County
100 acres of semi-permanent marsh
and one 148 acre seasonal marsh.Although he believes that certain gov-
While the semi-permanent marsh pro-ernment programs can help farmersstate, is simply doing what he loves

‘,’ides wetland habitat almost ,,’ear-help wildlife, he doesn’t see an‘,’ senseto do in helping to preserve and pro-
mote wildlife.

round, the seasonal marsh is floodedin excessive regulation and mandates.
from September through early’ spring. Collmer. like other farmers, ranch-

The areas provide habitat for man\ers. and managers throughout the

"If you’re interested in it
you’II probably pay more at-
tention to it than if you’re
made to do it."

species of ducks, egrets, yellow-head-              ---
cd. tricolored, and red-winged black-
b~rd~,, bitterns, killdeer, white-faced
ibi~. and other shorebirds. Coyotes.
pheasant, and many other upland
species also use the areas when the‘,
are drained.

\\ood duck nesting boxes and mallard ~
nesting tubes have been put up around
the marshes and Collmer reports that
tron~ 1995 through 1997. 406 wood - ~.
ducks have been hatched on the farm -= * ;---" -~:--,,---
as well as 287 mallard ducklings. The
wood ducks are all banded and mon-
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Wildlife Appreciation is a

Mike Bryan’s great grandfather start-clines determined more bv weather.
ed ranching in the Scott Valley in 1852,

offshore fishing, and other factors as ~~~__~~~

and Bryan is the fourth generation toopposed to farming practices.
follow in his footsteps. He runs a
700 acre hay and cow/calf operation inThe idea of federal mandates concerns -
Siskivou county that provides a home Bryan. who thinks that voluntary ac-
to hawks, quail, doves, ducks, geese. "~~~ ",
coyotes, squirrels, deer, skunks. "I enjoy it... I enjoy seeing it
beavers, muskrats, and mountain lions.[wildlife] and having it -’-’~ ~
Bryan is also a licensed guide, takingaround."
people on wilderness tours about 20 to
30 times a year.

tions are the most effective way to pre- Mike Bffan, Siskiyou County
Bryan has developed an appreciationserve and enhance habitat. Althoughbe inclined to "’eradicate" them for fear
for wildlife that is reflected in his man- he appreciates incentive programs andof increased governmental regulation.
agement practices. He has fenced offsuggestions, he believes that that’s asBut as for Bryan, he will continue inthe riparian zones along the Scott Riverfar as the government should go. Hehis efforts to promote wildlife and habi-
on his ranch where he practices con-also adds that many people are sotat on his propert): because as he putstrolled grazing. This promotes the afraid to have endangered species onit, "I enjoy it... I enjoy seeing it
health of the vegetation along the riv-their property that they would almost [wildlife] and having it around.

Scott has noticed a bit of an
increase in the salmon popu-
lation, but he comments that
the fish population increases
or declines determined more
by weather, offshore fishing,
and other factors as opposed
to farming practices.

er and provides undisturbed nesting
habitat for wildlife. Bryan has also
been involved in projects to improve
the river banks and has done several
plantings both on his own and with the
help of government monies. Scott has
noticed a bit of an increase in the
salmon population, but he comments ~~,---~-~
that the fish population increases or de-
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Full-time Commitment to
Habitat Restoration

~_ -: -__~

In 1969 John Kirkpatrick and his wife. the area once used to grow oaks trees "-- ....\
Shirley. purchased 50 acres of land inbecause a Native American archeo-
the San Joaquin "vhllev. northeast of thelogical site including bedrock mortars
town of Exeter. The property was pur-is located on the lhrm. The mortars
chased,just as a Tulare count.v granite-were used to crush and roll out acorns. \, -,,,~
mining project was being finishedAs he describes it. the area is like a
there, leaving 11 acres of untillable."’small peninsula of hard rock and
rough, rocky land. The Kirkpatricksdecomposed granite" that extends into
planted citrus on the tillable ground,the citrus groves, and he assumes that "-~,,,________~
and they established their home on athe oaks were cut down and used as
portion of the eleven acres of roughfirewood by the Native Americans who ------’----
ground, cleaning up the rest and leav-camped there long ago. dohn and Shirley Kirkpatriek,
ing it to fallow. It was not until four Tulare County
years ago. according to Kirkpatrick.The California Department of Forestry

when he was "kicking around the(CDF) has been helping the Kirk-habitat on the property for an endan-
rocks.’" that he noticed a bit of green,patricks manage this acreage by men-gered species, but his fear to do so.

itoring controlled bums and using themKirkpatrick remarks. "the wax’ the svs-
as training exercises. The bums. saystern works now just does nothing but"the way the system works Kirkpatrick. serve to "encouragediscourage" Ihrmers and ranchers from

now just does nothing but dis- bunchgrass and discourage the annu-harboring endangered species on their
courage " farmers and ranch- als" that are not native to the area.property. "We’re taking a risk." he

Kirkpatrick reports that "we’ve pur-says. and "it just doesn’t make anyers front harboring endan- chased [and planted] seeds of two va-sense at all.’" These concerns are com-
gered species on their rieties [of grasses].., and we’ve prop-men among farmers and ranchers
proper~.’. "We’re taking a agated and planted two varieties ofthroughout the state, who would like
Hsk, "he says, and "it just oaks" on the grounds. Although heto promote endangered species popu-

- would like to plant elderberry busheslations on their land but who are hes-doesn’t make any sense at in the area to provide habitat for theitant to do so. fearing excessive regu-
all." endangered valley longhorn elderber-lation under the Endangered Species

rv beetle, he is somewhat fearful of theAct. or even the possibility of losing
In askin,, around, he discovered thatconsequences, commenting. "until werights to their own property.
the plant was perennial bunchgrass,get a safe-harbor agreement we don’t

which prompted him to think. "there’swant to take on the Iiabilitv" of havingBut for n~, the Kirkpatricks "think it’s

not much else we can do here.., why.an endangered species on the proper-kind of fun" to restore native habitat

not see if we can’t establish this andty. For now. though, the area provideson their farm. They enjoy the "satis-

thin~.s like it?" habitat for such species as ferrugi-faction of knowing we’re doing some-
~ neous, red-tail and red-shoulder hawks,thing worthwhile." Says Kirkpatrick.

Since then. Kirkpatrick and his wifekites, barn and great homed owls. road-"we do enjoy our wildlife.., we just
have been involved in efforts to restorerunners, quail, dove. covotes, and high-kind of like to encourage all of this.
native perennial grass and oak treesierra birds that winter in the milder
habitat on their small farm.weather of the valley.
Kirkpatrick mentions that they know

When discussing his desire to establish
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Farmer Leads Effort
to Preserve Wildlife

Catherine Baranek has been part of thepens to ei,.qht, and Baranek nov,’ uses ,
Pierson District of the Sacramentotbur incubators to handle the numbers
Delta for 25 years, but her husband’sof eggs she receives. She recalls that ~--~"~.~ ;.~ -. , "-,,,
famih’ has actualh’ been there sincethe trust released 150 birds the first ~ -~- __--- "\
1902. Her son is the fourth generationvear of the program, and this year \
to farm on their propert3 nearexpects to release over 800. "It’s a \\
Courtland. Baranek and her husbandvery successful program." she re-
grow wine grapes, and in 1992 she andmarks, providing ~immediate pa.vback ~ ,;
other members of the Delta communi-to the environment." ~’-~,
tv formed a land trust called the North "~
Delta Conservancy. Through this trustBaranek is also involved in an effort to ,,,...__..L..__~

Baranek has been able to grow wildlifeestablish more seasonal wetlands in the

alono_ with her ,ompes. She establishesarea. and she describes a program in Catherine Baranek,
~ ~ Sacramento County

and maintains wood duck nesting box- which, through the land trust, they are

es, seasonal wetlands, and wild duckable to lease small sections of maNin-buffer strips between her vine,vaNs and
egg rescues, al land from local farmers to do so. waterways to help clean and filter

She explains that thev use "very flex-chemicals and excess sulfur from Jr-
Her goal is to "’trv to educate landown- ible contracts" that allow farmers to rigation water before it makes its way
ers about conservation methods, andcreate wetland habitat on their proper-back into the delta’s waterways. The
help them with various types of farm- ty without entering into contracts with buffers consist of ditches and tree lines,
ing techniques" that will enhancegovernment agencies, an idea thatand according to Baranek. "it’s very
wildlife and habitat without hurting frightens most farmers. Bv her moreeffective."
their thrming, operations, flexible guidelines, farmers are asked

to lease their property for at least five"[Proving] that we can do this without
Baranek reports that the trust has in-years, but they are free at any time tothe federal government’s help or the
stalled 90 wood duck nesting boxes, take part of their land back and put itstate government’s help" is what mo-
and through this program she’s "seeninto agricultural production if they need tivates Baranek in her conservation ef-
the wood duck population probably to. Through this program Baranek hasforts. Voluntary measures are "a lot
quadruple.’" The trust also provides been able to create a total of 30 acresmore cost-effective and time-efficient"
boxes, built by local high school stu- of seasonal wetlands. It works to "help than mandated or regulated efforts, she
dent.~, t~ other growers around the farmers do conservation methods.., that says, and they provide an alternative to
delta. In addition to this program, are more compatible with wildlife." "not only costly but also restrictive"
Baranek is involved in wild duck eggshe says. without having to deal withgovernment programs. But best of all,
rescues, in which equipment operatorsexcessive government regulation andsays Baranek, "it makes for a much
are instructed to stop their equipmentred tape. nicer farming environment.
when they see a hen fly up in front of
them. They check in front of the Blackberry removal and native grass
equipment for nests, and any eggs thatplantings are also endorsed and pro-
are tbund are collected and taken tomoted by Baranek. who explains that
Baranek. who hatches and cares forblackberries harbor predator species,
them until the3’ are banded and releasedwhile native grasses tend to provide
in various locations throughout thecrucial nesting cover and feed for up-
delta. The project has grown from four land game birds. Baranek also uses
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Wildlife Preservation a Natural
Extension of this Farming Operation

John Ohm’s family has been farminger wildlife species found on the prop- ~--,),..,...,, ~-x- ~ )..
since 1918 on a Red Bluff ranch whereertv. In addition to providing cover, the
Ohm’s father was born and raised,irrigated pasture on the ranch is filled
In addition to the home ranch they ac- with clover, a favorite of the geese that ~-.(’~-- _ -
quired another tract of land in 1934. live there, The deer enjoy the alfalfa ’,, ",--,,
about 7 miles south of Red Bluff in fields and will come up to feed in the -,, -
Tehama countx. The Ohms operationevenings,
includes cattle, alflalfa, row crops, and Ohm is especially proud of the fami- "’"-" ;
irrigated pasture as well as large sec-
tions of riparian areas along thely of geese that reside on his ranch.
Sacramento River. According to Ohm. Several years ago there was only a pair,

then it increased to seven, and nowthe property is home to man.’,, speciesthere are at least 20. Ohm says. "you       dohn Ohm,’i’ehama Coun~of wildlife, including pheasants.
turkeys, quail, ducks, mountain lions, can have all the windows shut in the

deer, and covotes. The ranch is alsowinter and still hear them.’" Whilehis own and those of other Calitbrnia
farmers and ranchers will help presen’e

home to a large family of geese which endangered species populations and
the Ohm family has been able to watch "Most people in agriculture.., habitat. And as tbr nov,’. Ohm does "as
multiply through the past several years,do a lot of voluntary stuff and much as possible without incentives."

The Ohms practice a method of farm- don’t even think about [it]."
ing that is becoming increasingly pop-
ular in Cali/brnia as an alternative tohundreds of geese migrate through the
the traditional "’clean" farming. Fenceranch, this particular family comes
lines and field edges are allowed toback faithfully, year after year. For
be covered with vegetation rather thanOhm. it’s a matter of "’personal grati-
sprayed or mowed. Ohm explains. "we fication’" to see the wildlife flourish-

ing on his property, and he reports that
Ohm is especially proud of the wildlife populations are increasing.

family of geese that reside on All of the actions Ohm takes to pro-
his ranch. Several years ago mote wildlife on his property are com-

pletely voluntary. He says that. "’most
there was only a pair, then it people in ~riculture... do a lot of vol-
increased to seven, and non’ untary stuff and don’t even think about
there are at least 20. Ohm [it]." And as for his family, "the way

says, "you can have all the we feel about it is that it’s more per-
" sonal for us."

windows shut in the winter
and still hear them." Although Ohm feels positive about in-

centive programs, he believes that vol-
untary actions to help wildlife are the

try to maintain as much cover as we way to go. He is also optimistic about
can" for quail, pheasant, and the oth- the idea that voluntary actions like
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California Waterfowl Association
and Farmers Team Up

Harley Graese. a district manager fordo this." Graese continues to main-
the Calitbrnia Waterfowl Association tain the project, cleaning and prepar-
(CWA~. worked for the Tri Vallex ing the boxes for nesting, keeping
Growers. a tomato processing coop-records, banding ducks, and moni-
erative near Thornton in San Joaquintoring predators. He is motivated to -, "-,.
count\, until his retirement in 1996. ’ ’" -
During the time that he worked there "You have to give the farmers
he was involved in startin~ a woodcredit because tho"re the ones
duck nesting box project on the 160
acres of Tri Valley iSrowers land. who let us on their farms to
Nov,’ that he has retired he has de-maintain the projects, "says
voted more time and energy to theGraese, "they’re very coopera- Harley Graese, San Joaquin County
enterprise. It currently includes 43 tire - more and more are let-wood duck boxes and abundant habi-
tat along the distributing ponds andring us do thi$."
the Mokelumne River. , ,.,

help wildlife because, as he explains.Since the project started in 1988 the"I was an avid hunter for vears and
ducks have been banded and moni-I just thought it was time to give
tored, and Graese reports that oftensomethin~ back.’"the hen~, come back to nest in the
same boxe.,, or in the same areas each
year. Last ’,ear Graese counted 455
hatch~nL,,, commenting that many of
the ne,,t, are even "’occupied twice"
each ~ear. Many local farmers and
land~xvners like tO monitor and main-
rain their own nesting box projects.
bt~i Grae~,c sa~.~ that "’from Lodi to
Thornt~n ~c have 600 nesting box-
c, established and maintained by
(’\\A. He remark,,,. "’we’re having a
\or3 good turnout on volunteers."

Siilce ttae CWA started the wood
duck nestin,,= program. Graese re-
port.,, that they’ve had over 100,000
hatchin,,~, in one year alone "You
have to ,:,ire the farmers credit be-
cause they’re the ones who let us on
their farms to maintain the projects."
says Graese. "’they’re very cooper-
ative - more and more are letting us
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Problems Present
Opportunities

Tom Ellis" family has been farmingsuch as New Holland. to develop and    \ ,, . _.
in southern Colusa County tbr over 60offer more advanced flushing equip-
,,’ear.,,. Ellis grows various crops nearment on their harvesters. He is hoping ~,v~__, - ""- ’~- . -
the town of Grimes. but he is especiallx that an electronic warnin~ device or ~\ , ,.
interested in his alfalfa crop. where hesomething similar could somehow be \,. --, _. :.,
find.,, ample opportunities to helpincorporated into the harvesting equip-
wildlife. In addition to his own alt’al- ment. offering opportunities tbr more
fa. Ellis handles neighbor’s ha)’ cropsfarmers to help wildlife. He stresses
as well, and notes that ducks, geese,that it’s not just the eggs that are sal-
pheasants, and jackrabbits love to usevaged through the use of slushing
the fields for feeding and nesting,mechanisms, but the hens as well.
He is actively involved in eftbrts to res- When a hen is flushed from a field be- Tom Ellis, Colusa Coun~
cue pheasant and duck e~,os== . but ac-tore an,,’, equipment reaches her, she is
knowIedges that hes "’.just a Johnny-given a second chance to nest and raiseif thev are able to get equipment man-
come-latel\ "" to the project, crediting another brood. So far. he reports, theyufacturers interested. "’we really could
men like Roger Moore. the late Pathave met with little success withmake adift’erence.’" But tbrthousands
Murph.x. and Charlie Jensen with pi-equipment manufacturers, but they willof pheasants and ducks. Ellis already
oneering the program in his area 30continue to lobby them until something has.
years ago. is developed.

Ellis. through a series of trial-and-errorEllis is opposed to the idea of federal
approache,,,, has developed a mecha-mandates, opting for the use of \’of
nism that reaches three feet in front ofuntarv efforts like his to help wildlife.
hi~, ha\ s\vather to flush out hens andSays ~llis. "’we don’t need federal man-
jackrabbit.,, before the swather blades , ,
reach them. As soon as the hens areWhen a hen is flushed from a
flushed out. he says. the equipment op-

field before am, equipmenterator stops the machine and collects
an.x eggs tmm their nests belbre con-reaches her, she is given a
tmumu. These eggs are then taken tosecond chance to nest and
Roger Moore. who incubates andraise another brood.hatche~, the chicks and ducklings and
raises them tbr several weeks. The
growing birds are then taken to Charliedates...we don’t need the federal gov-
Jensen who continues to care for thememinent telling us what to do. We
until they are mature enough to be re-ought to be able to do it ourselves.’"
leased. J’hrough the use of duck bands.He helps wildlife simply, because he
these birds have been tracked as farnoticed a problem and wanted to fix it.
away as Texab, Montana, South Dakota,explaining. "I’ve witnessed this [nest
and Canada. disturbance]...and felt it was a prob-

lem." He believes that if lhrmers con-
Ellis and other concerned farmers are tinue to work to~ether, and especially’
lobbying equipment manufacturers.
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COMMITMENT TO CONSERVATION.

Holistic Resource Management
Helps Manage for Healthy Land

Stan Hunewill is continuing a ranch-Hunewil]. "’you can graze a lot of these%--~--v.7.~,~,~--
ing tradition started by his great-grand-areas if you manage it properl\." "~"-" -
father in 1861. The ranch i~ located " ~ ~"~"~     -,,
near Bridgeport in Mono county, and Hunewill is concerned with regulations ~:<~.2\ ,-" ._--
since the 1930"s has been a dude ranchand,-"overnment mandates. He believes -,    -,,

that "’there’s a trend with federal man- "- . " "’-----~as well as an outside cattle operation. -
Runnin_. the dude ranch has givendates... [the .oovernment says] you’re
Hunewill a little more insight into thenot a good manager and we’ll help you

do it right’.., that kind of irritates a lot            "’--~
"’environmentalists" thinking." as many ~ "-~-’~"
of thevisitors to the ranch are membersof tblks." He understands that "few

of environmental groups such as thepeople know the land as well as the

Sierra Club. Some of the wildlife that people who’ve lived on it for several

the visitors come to see include bears,generations.., who’ve seen what works Start HunewJll. Nono County

deer. ducks, geese, covotes, badgers,and what doesn’t." But Hunewill sayscallv, and environmentally sound’?"
skunks.beavers, wolverines, andthat it’s equally important to "be open This attitude guides them in their man-
racoons. In tact. Hunewill recalls the to new ideas and new practices." agement practices and says Hunewill.
scramble for cameras and camcordersWhile "’it should be obvious when "’we like to see everything living har-
by the visitors as a bear recently camevou’re feeding your family off the land moniouslv and prosperously." and he’s
down from the hills and ran right careful to explain that that’s not just a
through the compound where they were "Few people know the land as "warm fuzzy feeling "" He says that it
staying, giving them an even closer requires constant monitoring and the
look at the \vildlife on the Hunewills" well as the people who’ve livedassumption that you’re not always right.
ranch, on it for several ge,teratiorts... What it comes down to for Hunewill
For the last several years the Hunewillswho’ve seen what works attd and his lb.mih is simply the/hct that
have practiced what is known as HRM. what doesn’t." "we feel lucky to get to live here." and
or Holistic Resource Management." a their family ,,,,,ill continue to care
philosophy and program that deals with wildlife an~t the land as they have since

that youre not goingto exploit it."i their great-grandfather started it ingrazine and land management prac-
Hunewill maintains that he wants "’totice.~. The\ are excited about the suc- 1861.

tess of HI~M on their ranch, and says work with the [government] agencies
on a win-win basis, but when you’re

Hunewill. "’it’s gratifying to see it re-
ally work on the land.., it does makeworking with the government, that’s
a difference.’" Using the HRM model, not always easy because you’re not
the Hunewills have put up fencing thaton a level playing field.’" However.

allows them to selectively graze theirHunewill’s main concern is caring
cattle. They use their cows to keep thefor wildlife and the land. He knows
riparian areas along the East Walkerthat "there’s nothing to be gained by
River and Robinson Creek healthybeing an antagonist."
while at the same time they are able toOne of the questions the Hunewills ask
keep them away from duck habitat dur- themselves before making management
ing nesting season. According to decisions is. "’is it socially, economi-
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~ARY DRAFT
FOR DISCUqSION PURPO~ ONLY

CALFED BAY-DELTA PROGRAM
MULTI-SPECIF_~ CONSERVATION STRATEGY

A mul~-specics conservation strategy is ctiti~l to the ~ governance and financing of
conservation and re.stor~on activities. The following outlines a gugg~te, d ~ prognun
to ~ included in tho ~ of Dr~-~ion and any ~ docum~t~ ~provi~g ti~ l~ogram fo~ tl~
landowners, public age~-ies and oth~ privatz organizations who~ active participation and ;
collaboration with CAIFED will b~ essential for tl~ success of a multi-species conservation

conservation and restoration can occur in harmony with the needs of landowners, counties, local
agmcie, s, and other pr~at~ inteae~.                                         ;

1. General Conservation Program. These assurances would apply to landowners who allow
restoration projects on their lands, who own/farm laads that are within a reasonable radius
(depending on species) of a wildlife refuge or restoration project, or who are within a
wat~rsh~i that is b~ing restored (~.g., Battle Cre~k). Thes~ assurances would apply to
local public agencies (typically special districts, but could in¢lud~ counties or cities) with
restoration proje.~s within their boundaries or located wh~.,m those restoration activities
could affect th~ operations of the local pubfi¢ agency. Finally, the:~~ would also
apply to mutual water companies or other private organizations (generally referred to as
"ocJ~r privatz interests") that wish to particip~ in conservation or r~storation a~tivities
or whose operations might b~ aff~,e,d by such activities.

a. Assurances to Landowners/Local Public Agencies/Other Privat~ Interest.

..
Voluntary Participation. Participation in the CALFED Bay-Delta
Program shall be strictly voluntary. Landowneas, local public agencies or
other private interests may withdraw at any tirr~ and shall not suffer any
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penalty or disincentive for withdrawing from the Progrm~ Withdrawing
landowners, local public agencAes, or other privat~ intecests shall not be

Ji. Incremental Costs Borne by CALFED. The incrememtal costs to a

CALleD ~ivities shall be borne by ~ g~naizs.

public ~rmcy, o~ ot~ privat~ ~nter~ prior to a decision to pmiapa~ in

agmcy, or other ptiva~ int~r~t a~zr a decisimt to particip~ in CAI,FED

of forcing a landowner, local public ag~’ncy, or otlmr privat~ interest to pay
for past habitat degradation.

rights of landowners." ~M~ED personnel will not ~nt~r upon ptivs~
lands without the e~press permission of thz landowner or manager, save in
cases o~bona fick~ eme~m~s.

iv. Confutottia/ity. All infommfi. "on provided by a landowner relating to the

not b~ subject to disclosure unc~ ~ither th~ Freedom of Infotmatitm Act
or the Public Records Act. To the ezcent that aptwopriat~ exempfiohs ’/
und~ either statut~ do not extr, ml to infonnatkm provided by landowners
to CALFED agencies, CALFED and its member agencies agre~ m use

addition, waiver of this right to confide~__ality shall not be a condition

v. Right to Farm. Landowners participating in thz Program (and tlmir
n~s) w~I b~ able to modify their cultural Wacfices (including
changing cropping patuans) fray, ~s long as tlgy ar~ engaged in routine
and ongoing agricultural activities. For" purposes of the CALUED
program, "routine and ongoing agricultural activities" shall include all
activities ~ on a farm or ranch for the lmrposes of producing any
plant or animal product fog commetr.ial purposes, tb~ use of land fo~ open
spacz or passive recreational purposes, or the idling of land for
conservation or oth~ similar purposes.

vi. Monitoring. Monitoring and sit.specific surveys of the results of the
Program will occur in tlg manner that is least intrusive to the landowr~r in
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question. The landowner, local public agency, or other l~ivam interest
may undertake self-~ing of progress, may reu~in his/her own
biologists to iga’form me.~h work, may permit a~ncy personnel to c~nduct
monitoring or si~e-spec~: ~ ~ may w~ with
d~wlop a r~mable monirz~ring ]xogntm m" sit~’pecific surveys.

~ndangezed Spe.~ies A~t for the iacidemal or accidental tak~ of covered
" species, provided that ti~ ufl~ isti~ result of routine ~nd m~oing
agricultm~ activities ~ results from inadvertem or mdina~ ncgli~nt ac~s

agri~ultuntl ~tivifi~s..In th~ c, as~ of local public ag~m~s or mh~r priv~

l~iVa~ iamm~ Immless f~r any losses tlutt my o~mr as ~ rmult of a

fees. am1 other similar fuma~g meelmfisms to pmvi~ Olin’ruing

ImrPmm, ~~ ~ its ~ a~neies agr~ to pay inotim fees to
local lmbli~ agencies (including cities, countim and special distrims)
are eqmd to the payments made by the private landowner ptic~ to pubEc

No Criminal or Civil Penalties. CAgFED, its member age~ies, and tl~
Unittal States and the State of California all agree that th~ will not

n~ighbors), local public agencY, m" other private int~.s~ for routi~ and
ongoing agricultural activities (as de, scribed abow) or activities that
authorized by the Program or for local public ageacies ot other private
intere~’ routine and ongoing activities. Such activities would include,
but am not limited to, tl~ rocatine operation and maintenance of levees and
other flood protection faciEties and th~ construction, operation and
m~nte, nan~ of fish scr~ns, we~, or other similar facilities intended to
protect or enhance aquatic species.

Ps~ 3

C--096848
C-096848



C--096849
C-096849



Clean Watex Ac~, the California Endangered Species Act. and sections
1601 and 1603 of the CaliforniaF’ish and Game Code. Each of these
permits that is issu~ in connection with activities imended to implement
the CALFED Bay-Delta Program will inc~ all of th~ assurances
contained in this policy. In additimt, CALFI~ and its member agencies

in implementing ~be coascrvation s~c~y (e.g., activities implementing
the Central Valley Project Improvement Act). These activities will also be
carried out in a manner consistent with this assurances policy.

i. Landowners. Participating landown~ will not interfe.r~ with restoration

extent reasonably ~I� and zoasist~t with their other use(s) of their

ii. ’ Local Public Agencies and Other Primte Intere~. Participating local
public agencies and other privat~ inte.x~ts will not interfere with
restoration activities within their jurisdiction. Local imblic agen~es and
other private interests will, to the extent reasonably practicable and
consistent with their other activities, facih’tate restoration activities on

2. Special Assurcutces for Levee Mo~ngenance and Rep~r. The~ special as~lralw~ wot~ld
apply to individuals and local flood control districts (r~l~maation districts, 1~’~ dist~cts,
special act districts, and others) that ol~rat~ and maintain flood conu’ol works. ~
assurances would also apply to tbe State of C~ifornia wtum it undertakes to oIgrate or
maintain levees in the Central Valley. These ~ refine the general discussion of
assurances that would apply to all CALFED activities.

a. A~surances ~o Flood Conwol Districts.

i. Incremental Costs Borne by CALFED. The inc~mental costs to an
individual or local Imbfic agency of levee maintenance and r~pair activities
shall be borne by CALFED agencies, as described above.

ii. Liability Protection. CALFED and~or its member agencies agree to
indemnify, defend, and hold individuals and local public agencies
harmless for any losses that may occur as a result of an individual or local
public agency allowing ~-storation activities. This indemnification would
in~ludz, but would not bc limited to: (1) recreational activities (e.g.,
wawrskicrs or jet skis), (2) impacts on channel capacity or channel
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roughness, (3) erosion due to plantings.

fii. Priority of Flood Control Activities. Individutds and local public agencies
with responsibility for flood protection will be abl~: to engage in all
activities necessary for the proper Old’ration and maintenance of flood
control facilities and so will ftflfill their responsibilities to prot~’t public

iv. Incidental Take Authorization. Individuals and local publi~ agencies
participating in ti~ Program will be given incidental take authority under
section 10 for the incidental or accidental take of covered species,
provided that the take is the result of tl~ ruutine and ongoing activities of
that agency. Authorized practices for flood Im3tectiou will be specified in
a revision of the Cozps of Enginems’ operaticm and maintenance manual.

v. Net Con~~ Benefit. Projects gvposed by in~xviduals and flood
contrvl districts would be evaluated und~ the net conservation benefit

levee in conjunctioa with the creation of shaded riverine aquatic habitat
would qualify for the net conservation benefit pzin~iple.

b. A~urance~ to CALFF_~ Agm~cies. Participating individuals and locad public

Individuals and local pubfi~ agemeies will, to the extent reasonably ~bl¢ and
consisumt with their other a~vitles, facilitate restoration activities on lands
within their jurisdiction.

3. Special Assurances for Fish Screen Program.

These special assurances would apply to water diverters who might install fish screens to
p~0tect listed species in the C~ntra] Valley and Delta. These assurances refine the general
dis~sion of assurances that would apply to all C~ activities.

a. ¯
A~surance~ to Diverters.

i. No Change in Diversions. Dive~ex~ participating in the Program will not
be required to change the magnitude, location or timing of diversions. The
construction of a fish screen shall be accomplished in the mmmex that
minimizes impacts on the diverter. CALFF~ will, if necessary, construct
temporary diversion works.

ii. No Surprises. In the event that ~anges may b~ required in th~ fish scr~n
after construction du~ to new listed species o~ new information about
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covered species, the diverter shall be protected under the "no surprises"
policy.

I iii. Incidental Take Authorization. Diviners perficipafiag in tbe Pro~ will
! be givea incidental talm authority under section 10 of the fedc~ral
~ Endangered Species Act and und~ the Califoauia Eudangew, d Species Ac~
~ for the incideaUd or accidental ~ of coveted sp~:ies, provided that th~

take is th~ result of tl~ routine and ongoing ~ctivities of fl~at divc’rter.

iv. lnc~ Costs Born~ by CA~D. Tl~ ~ costs to a diver~-

v. Net Con~ermtion Benefit. Tim n~t conservation beaefit pEimTdple would

con~t of the general conservation program.

vi. Liability Protectitm. ~ aadlor i~ member ageaci~ agree to
indemnify, defead, mad hold the diverm- harmless for any losses that may
occur as a result of fl~ diverte~ agr~iag to p~icipat~ in th~ Program.

b. Assm,ances to CAI~ED Agencies.

Agreement to Screen Diver~n~. A~ such ~ as CALFED ¢k~ms

ii. Participation ~n Screening. Diveme.rs will, to the extent reasonably
practicable and consistent with their other activities, facilitate screening
activities on lands within their service area.

4. Implementation. The assurances program will be implemented by a series of
impl~m~ting agr~m~nts. ’rhe~ agreements may be of two types: programmatic
~ts between CALFED and local public ag~mcies or specific ~nts between
CALFED and individual land~. In the case of programmatic agreements, it would
be anticipated that the local public agency would then enr~ into subayeements with
individual landowners. Implementing agreements would b~ entered into under the
authority of the "’no surpfses" poticy and "safe harbors" draft policy, as well as the
federal goveramenrs general conservation authority under section lO(a).

In order to facilitate implementation of the CAt.FED program and simultane.ously protect
focal interests, CALFI~ should establish local advisory bodies composed of specified
reprcsentativ©s of local, state and federal ag~ncie.s, water suppliers, landowners, and other
intea~ted parties. These local advisory bodies would be appointed by county boards of
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supervisors and would function in the same manner as the SB 1086 Sacramento River
Advisory Council
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